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FOREWORD

The National Center for Research in Vocational Education is continuing its programmatic
research of occupational adaptability and transferable skills. This is one of a series of reports that
has been developed to aid researchers and educators in preparing today's youth and adults for
careers that will be characterized by change.

The study reported here was carried out to test some assumptions concerning the value of
discovering one's transferable skills, particularly as that discovery may affect one's subsequent
employment experience. Skills that have afforded personal satisfaction and fulfillment in past
experiences were the special focus of the study.

Although clients of a particular program supplied a major part of the data used in the study,
the program's skill assessment techniques are not novel. Generically speaking, their use is being
advocated by an increasing number of authors and practitioners. Hence, it is hoped that this study's
findings will be of interest to a wide audience.

We sincerely thank the several hundred alumni of Columbia University who gave of their time
to respond to the survey. We are especially indebted to Richard Gummere, Joseph O'Steen, and
members of the staff of Columbia's Career Advising Division, without whose unstinting cooperation
this study would not have been possible. We are grateful, also, to Henry Pearson and Pricilla Elfrey
for their careful reviews of the draft report; to Robert Stump, project monitor from the National
Institute of Education, for his interest and helpful counsel throughout the study; and to John
Crystal, Ruth Nickse, and Decker Walker for their services as consultants to the Transferable Skills
project. This Study has been a part of the Transferable Skills project directed by William Ashley.
The study was conducted by Allen Wiant, assisted by Ronald Hutchinson.

Robert E. Taylor
Executive Director
The National Center for Research

in Vocational Education
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ABSTRACT

The National Center for Research in Vocational Education is continuing its programmatic
research of occupational adaptability and transferable skills. This is one of a series of reports that
has been developed to aid researchers and educators in preparing today's youth and adults for
careers that will be characterized by change.

Available evidence indicates that many people in the American-labor force change jobs, and
some do so frequently. Individuals involved in changing from one job to another or from one
occupational field to another encounter performance situations requiring the application of
previously developed skills and knowledge in new and different ways. An individual's capacity for
adapting to job changes and transferring prior skills, knowledge, abilities, and attitudes to new
applications can have significant impact on their success in a new job.

It was the purpose of the follow-up study reported here to examine the impact of evaluating
one's transferable skills on one's subsequent employment experiences. Persons who had engaged in
a career advising program at Columbia University were the subjects of the study. This program
wides participants through a self-analysis process in which they identify the skills they have used
previously in a variety of life situations, which have given them a sense of personal success and
satisfaction. They are then encouraged to base their career directions and job-seeking efforts on
these satisfaction-producing characteristics. Generally speaking, the program shares the philosophic
approach of a growing number of popular authors and career counseling practitioners.

Data was collected from these past participants on three principal measures. One was a
measure of the extent to which they were utilizing their skills in their employment .(Skill Utilization
Index). Another was a measure of their satisfaction with the use of their abilities, and the final one
was a measure of their general job satisfaction. The latter two are measures of the Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ). Additional measures included the respondents' satisfaction with
the remaining intrinsic and extrinsic aspects of their jobs defined by the MSO, their employment
income, and their occupational status.

This past-participant group was compared against a non-participating peer group of similar
age and academic background, and against a group of persons who entered the program during the
academic year coinciding with the period of the study. These three thus comprised a post-program,
a non-program, and a pre-program group, respectively.

Findings revealed no statistically significant differences between the post-participants and
non-participants on the primary measures, even though the former had achieved a somewhat higher
occupational status. There were, however, appreciable differences between the pre- and post-
groups on virtually all the measures.

These findings indicate that although those who elected the program were greatly helped by it,
such a program may not benefit everyone equally. Whatever the reasons for choosing to make use of
such a service, they may be essential for success. It must also be recognized that theprogram's basic
approach is one that is becoming increasingly well known; hence, it cannot be assumed that those
who never formally entered the program (that is, the non-participating group) were unaware of its
approach and never benefitted from its use.
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The study indicated that those who elected the program did not appreciate their own versa-
tility and the marketability of their skill attributes. Until this experience, they conceived of their
skills and abilities in narrow, specialized, and conventional terms. The skill analysis experience
modified and redirected their career aspirations based on new perceptions of their skill attributes
and the importance of these for their self-fulfillment. Findings also suggested that the composite of
the skills of those who elected the program were somewhat different than those of their peers, and
that their areas of strength needed opportunities to be creative, verbal, and personal in ordeir to be
gratified. Further, indications were that there is somewhat less market demand for thew abilities
than for some others. If this is the case, then the search for satisfying occupations on the part of
such persons needs to be consciously directed and well informed.

The self-analysis process employed by the program seems to be an effective intervention.
It encourages one to think of one's employable skills in terms of a rather broad but powerful set
of skill attributes. It then encourages the conceptualization of occupational requirements in these
terms, and provides motivation to search for an opportunity to more fully utilize one's particular
skills. The data obtained in this study strongly indicate that thews who hove elected to UNI the
program have subsequently experienced employment which has Jlowed them to use their skill
attributes more fully than before, and hos provided increased intrinsic and extrinsic rewards at the
same salary levels as their peers.

Most of those who had engaged in the program had doneso at a point in their lives when their
academic preparation was essentially complete. The identification of one's skill attributes at a much
earlier point in one's educational development would seem to be a much more powerful interven-
tion, helping to inform one's educational and vocational decisions.

Finally, a weakness of the approach as it now exists is that although the transferable skills of
an individual are identified and made the focus of subsequent job-finding activities, no mechanism
exists for describing jobs in the same terms. That is, there is no readily available resource that
adequately describes jobs in terms of such skill attribute requirements as are identified in the
program. Thus, the success of individuals who follow such an approach is dependent, to a large
degree, on both the ability and willingness of prospective employers to evaluate the requirements
of their firms' positions in the same terms of reference.
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INTRODUCTION

Backpound

Americans today face a complex and dynamic world of sociol, economic, end technological
change. Substantial occupational mobility seems to be one of its characteristics. A recent study
reported that roughly one-third of all American workers changed their jobs over a five-yeer period;
only 47 percent of the men and 40percent of the women employed in UNE had the same occupa-
tion five years later (Sommers & Eck, 1977). Thew significant national statistics attest to thepersistent need for effective education and work programs to help students become adaptable and
flexible adults, better able to apply their capabilities and perform effectively in a variety of life
and work settings. Attention needs to be directed to questions of what ichools can do for all
studsnts to better prepare them, not only for jobs, but for work careers characterized by change,
and to improve their chances of adapting when occupational change is desirable or necessary.

As a'result of a variety of approaches to better understand the nature of transferable skillsand the process of skill transfer, a number of perspectives have been gained. Those which are
particularly relevant, and which contributed to the decision to pursue the study reported hers, areoutlined in this section.

One of the concepts emerging from prior studies is the strong suggestion that occupational
adaptability may be dependent largely upon prior development of ability to use one's acquired
capabilities under a range of different performance contexts and conditions. Skills are transferable
after they first have been learned and subsequently have been applied in performancesituations.
The broader the scope and number of applications of the skill, the greater the potential for transfer
of that skill to a new performance situation.

Essential facilitators of the transfer process apparently include both individual mamas and
motivation. With regard to awareness, it is clear that individuals must recognize the nature of the
skills they possess before they can "sell" them effectively. Individuals whose understandingof the
skills they possess is limited to the tasks they have learned to perform ("occupational skills") in
formal training programs or in previous jobsskills such as typing business letters and maintaining
filesare not likely to see themselves as candidates for other than narrowly defined types of work.
Conversely, if they come to the realization that they possessfor examplecommunication, inter-
personal, and organizational skills, this awareness can lead to a greatly enlarged view of realistic
occupational prospects.

With regard to the role of motivation in the process of skill transfer, it is not entirely cleer
why we, as individuals, seem to selectively develop our abilities. It is apparent, however, that most
of us enjoy using certain of our abilities more than others. Individual experience has taught us that
the use of these provides personal satisfaction and fulfillment These experiences motivate us to
choose, where possible, situations which require the use of those abilities which satisfy, rather than
some other abilities we may also possess, which do not

3
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A finding of previous work has been that, while there is substantial agreement as to doe nature
of skills that transfer, there also is a fundamental need for better asseument procedures. This need
was uniformly recognized by employers represented in conferences on the recognition and utilize-
tion of transferable skills in employment practice (Mont, 1977). Without either *ill assessment
techniques or skill reporting mechanisms, the value to an employer of an employee's transferable
skills is largely a moot iseue.

The DIG Program

Attempts have been made to identify programs of various kinds with an underlying concern
for the transferability of acquired skills (Miguel, 1977). An examination of the features of such
programs, it was hoped, would provide clues to innovative and effective practices or techniques.
One program found to be of interest was Columbia University's "Deeper Investigation of Growth"
(DIG), a program which shares much of the general philosophy of Haldane, Crystal, Bolles, and
others. DIG requires participents to engage in a guided self-analysis process termed "success hater
anslysis" in which personal success factors are identified (Gummero, 1972). These factors consist
of human abilities which have a wide range of usefulness. Bolles refers to them as skills, and has
provided an excellent discussion of their nature (Bolles, 1978, p. 137f). In this report, they will be
reftirred to interchangeably - transferable skills, traits, characteristics, aptitudes, or talents.

In the DIG program, these skills form the basis for the preparation of personal resumes, for
use in subsequent job search activities. Participants also receive counseling as to the types of job.
and job activities for which their skill profiles are particularly well suited, as well as ouggestitd
techniques for use in the job search.

The DIG program is a non-credit, voluntary program, offered to Columbia graduates and
undergraduates by the Career Advising Division of the Office of University Placement arxi Career
Services. Completion of the program involves approximately six hours of small group unions and
three to six hours of individual counseling. It has been used by persons with a great diversity of
backgrounds, talents, education, and prior work experience. Some who use it are about to complete
their academic programs, while others have been out and working for some time. Because of this
diversity and the program's history of approximately ten years of operation, DIG files offered a
rich source of research data. Although informal feedback suggested that many DIG porticipants had
established satisfying careers as a result of the program, no systematic follow.up of DIG participants
had been conducted.

The DIG program was of particular interest and significance for the further study of transfer-
able skills owing to its focus upon producing ion mamas, by those participating, of their own,
particular "motivated skills." The self-analysis process employed in DIG involves examination of
one's satisfaction-producing life experiences, including but not limited to those in education and
work. By means of this analysis, clues emerge a: to the nature of the aptitudes brought into play
in the selected life situations, which were responsible for the satisfaction derived. It is expected that
each individual's aptitudes will then become the basis for his/her subsequent search for suitable
employment

Additional description of the DIG process is contained in Appendix F.

1Tha terms "success factor analysis" and "motivated skilis7 used to describe the DIG approsch. are attributed to Bernard Heiden*.
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Objectives of the flowly

Those wto haw angsged in the self-analysis process have bon observed by DIG counselors to
have been greatly exhilarated by it. Immediate improvement in perdepents' seltesteem andweer
expectations hen been generally noted, along with revitelitstion of pumas. It has not been deer,
however, whether there have been lasting effects upon participants' career directions or their success
in finding employment for which their motivated skille best suit them. Broody stated, it we the
purpoee of this study to provide answers to this question.

A major objective of the DIGproerem is to increase the ability of program perticipants totransfer their skills to future employment. Concomitant incresess in their "job satisfactiorr Oltoho expected. This is because DIG's be* thrust is to identify motivated skilletalents and abilitieswhich hswe afforded pommel enjoyment and satisfaction when exercised in previous life experiences.
Therefore, the meaningful employment of these talents in the laboemarket is expected to contributesignificantly to increseed job satisfaction.

In oproaching the study reported here, it wee hypothesized that when individuals becomeaware of the transferable skills they possess, this discovery and the accompanying motivation itproduces will have positive effects on their subescraent employment experience. Informal feedbackfrom pest participants in DIG, and from other similar programs, indicated this to be true even forthe highly educated.

The specific objective of this study was therefore to detemine whether pone,* who omelets
*skill analysis end reporting process increase their skill utilisation and Job SItilfaCtiO0 in subsseeent
employment. The DIG success factor analysis, and resume reflecting h, wen the specific "skill
analysis and reporting" process studied.

5
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Study Samples

Data for this study were collected from three groups. The first group consisted of persons
who entered the DIG program during the period of the study. The second group consisted of
persons who had experienced the DIG treatment long enough ago for it to have influenced their
careers. This was the "experimental" group. The third and final group was a control group, mem-
bers of which had no previous association with the DIG program. Members of all three groups were
alumni of Columbia University, New York.

Group I consisted of a sample of approximately 100 alumni selected from among those who
entered the DIG program during the 1978-79 academic year. These represented those who entered
the program following a period of non-casual, gainful employment. This group is referred to as the
"pre-DIG" group.

Group II consisted of Columbia alumni who completed the DIG program at some time during
the past ten years. There were approximately 400 persons in this "post-DIG" group.

Group III was the "control" group. It consisted of a sample of approximately 400 men
selected from the 1978 edition of the Columbia College Alumni Directory (Columbia College is an
all-male undergraduate college of Columbia University). The criteria for selection of this sample
were that each member (1) lived in the United States, (2) graduated from college during approxi-
mately the same years as Group II, and (3) had not participated in the DIG program. This group is
referred to as the "control" or "non-DIG" group.

Instrument

The questionnaire used in this study was constructed to obtain data on skill utilization, and
on both intrinsic and extrinsic facets of job satisfaction. No single instrument was found to measure
both skill utilization and job satisfaction. Hence the questionnaire used in the study required the
use of project-developed materials along with a commercial instrument. The questionnaire contained
five sections:

1. basic demographic descriptors

2. job and skill-related issues

3. skill utilization
4. job satisfaction

5. reaction questions (for post-DIG group members only)



Section 1

The first sector( consisted of demographic questions to obtain the following:

1. Date of birth Both literature reviews (Thurman, 1977; Seashore, 1974) and studies
(White, 1977; Hunt and Soul, 1975; Schwab and Heneman, 1977) have found either
curvilinear or linear relationships between age and job satisfaction. This would be a
centralized variable in either a partial-correlation or two-way factor analysis.

2. Tenure Date of graduation with highest degree, years in present job, and years in the
labor market are all measures of tenure. The issue of tenure in the labor market has been
shown to positively influence job satisfaction (Hunt and Soul, 1975). There is some
disagreement about the nature of the relationship (linear/non-linear) and the strength of
the relationship.

3. Educational area and level of attainment A follow-up study by Parrish and Duff (1975)
has demonstrated well the effects of both area and level of educational attainment,
indicating that certain major educational areas consistently experience both high dis-
satisfaction and high underutilization. On the other hand, their study would also support
the contention that underutilization and dissatisfaction decrease as a function of education
level and attainment.

4. Occupation and income Despite the fact that some restriction in the range of occupa-
tions was expected from a group such as the graduates of Columbia College, there is
evidence (Thurman, 1977; Seashore, 1974) that job satisfaction varies among and within
occupati ons.

5. Physical characteristics Although relatively few disabled persons, women, and minorities
have participated in DIG, these items were included to permit examination of differential
effects.

Section 2

The second section consisted of items regarding the respondent's career status, qualifications,
and individual perception of the employment situation. These questions required only a yes/no
response.

Section 3

Section 3 was perhaps the most unique section of the questionnaire. There is little evidence in
current literature that an individual's perception of his/her skill utilization has been an interest of
researchers. However, a number of studies (e.g., Thurman, 1977; Seashore, 1974) have found that
large numbers of people do not believe that their skills are put to maximum or proper utilization,
as evidenced by the large number of respondents in the Parrish and Duff study (1975) who consid-
ered themselves "underemployed."

According to the DIG program perspective, each individual has a unique set of talents and
attributes. These are skills or traits that the individual has enjoyed using and has been successful in
using. Study participants were asked to develop a list of six such skills. The six were to be selected
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directly from a suggested list, or similar skills coilld be substituted. (The suggested list was com-
piled from several sources, including a list supplied by DIG staff members.) Respondents were then
to rank order the six selected skills, from most to least important to themselves. After ranking the
six skills, they were asked to rate each one as to its utilization on their present job. A skill not
utilized was rated Q. One most highly utilized was rated 2, A rating of 1 ..epresented minor utiliza-
tion under unusual circumstances.

Section 4

Section 4 consisted of the long form Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ). The MSQ
consists of 100 questions that create 23 scales of job satisfaction which include 11 intrinsic and 9
extrinsic measures, as well as an overall "general" satisfaction measure. One of the intrinsic measures
of particular reference to this study was the scale reflecting satisfaction with the utilization of one's
abilities (Weiss, et al., 1967).

Section 5

This section was an addendum, used only with former DIG participants (i.e., Group II). It
consisted of a number of questions to obtain DIG participants' evaluation of the skill resume method
of presenting themselves to an employer, the indirect method of job search, and the relative utiliza-
tion of their skills. This section contained both standardized and open-ended response options to
questions concerning critical incidents of success and failure.

Pretesting of the questionnaire indicated that the questions were understandable, and that
15-20 minutes were required by the average respondent to complete the questionnaire.

The questionnaire used in the study is reproduced in Appendix A.

Data Collection

Questionnaires were administered to the pre-DIG group, prior to their actual participation in
the DIG program, by members of the DIG program (i.e., Career Advising Division staff). The
questionnaires were then forwarded to the project staff for data reduction and analysis.

Members of the post-Dld and control groups received the questionnaire by mail. Names and
addresses of the post-DIG group were supplied by the Career Advising Division from their file of
resumes while those of the control group were obtained from the 1978 edition of the Columbia
College Alumni Directory. Accompanying each questionnaire was a letter of introduction and
explanation, printed on the Columbia University laterhead and signed by Mr. R. M. Gummere, Jr.,
Director of the Career Advising Division. Postpaid return envelopes were provided for return of the
questionnaires to the National Center project staff. A return postcard was also enclosed, on which
respondents were asked to supply their name and mailing address. Since all questionnaires were
returned anonymously, the postcard permitted maintenance of records on who had responded.
Respondents also indicated whether they would like a copy of the survey results.

Four weeks later, non-respondents received a duplicate mailing. A third and final mailing
followed to those who still failed to respond. For this final mailing, a different letter was used,
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hand-signed, and mailed using postage stamps in lieu of metered mail. Some time later, phone calls
were made to some of thoie who had not responded, and another questionnaire sent to those who
requested it.

The approximate response to the various mailings was as follows, where n is the size of the
group reached by the survey:

Group

Post-DIG Control

n (effective) 331 313

Response (%) to:
First mailing 25 30
Second mailing 25 . 20
Third mailing 12 7

Total (%) 62 57

The final response rates achieved were gratifying in view of the somewhat complex nature of
portions of the questionnaire. Concerns over possible reactions to the skill selection, ranking, and
rating requests of Section 3 did not appear warranted. This information was provided by nearly all
(98%) of those responding. The only portion of the questionnaire that evoked some adverse reaction
was Section 4, which contained the MSQ questions. A number of respondents were offended by
the wording of some of the questions and by their redundancy. Others felt that the multiple response
options provided were not always appropriate.

Data Available for Analysis

The effective size of the groups, that is, those whose mail was presumed to be either delivered
as addressed or forwarded within the U.S.A., was as shown above. Also shown are the percentages
of those who responded. A limited number of non-respondents contacted by telephone did not
appear to differ demographically from the respondents.

Among the questionnaires returned were a number not used in the study for one of two reasons.
First was the omission of either extensive or vital demographic information, such as age. Another
was a lack of occupational experience on which to report. Whereas there were very few of the former,
there were a numberparticularly among the control groupof graudate students who had continued
their educational programs essentially without interruption. Hence these were unable to respond to
the basic concerns of the study. A larger number of the control (non-DIG) group were in this situa-
tion, partly because of their choice of occupational preparation (predominantly medicine and law)
and partly because of their somewhat lower age, as noted in the analysis section of this report. The
resulting number of usable responses is reported ih Table 1.

9



Design of the Analysis

A number of key assumptions underlie the DIG program and formed the basis for this
analysis. One assumption is that many people do not know a great deal about their own skills and
abilities, and this lack of self-knowledge and self-understanding is a barrier to finding appropriate
employment and effective skill utilization. Related to this is the assumption that skill utilization is
an important variable affecting general job satisfaction.

It follows from these assumptions that the more one knows about one's skills and abilities,
the better are one's chances of finding employment that requires the use of those skills and abilities.
Consequently, the better one's chances of experiencing job satisfaction. Alternatively, job satisfac-
tion should be lower for individuals who do not know a great deal about Their own strengths, and
hence do not consciously seek those employment situations which would draw upon these strengthsto a significant extent.

The focus of the DIG program is on skill analysis and reporting: on helping participants
identify and gain a better understanding of their most important and most highly motivated skills
and abilities, and on helping them better communicate these skills and abilities to appropriate
prospective employers. Thus, it seemed reasonable to suppose that, on the average, DIG participants
would achieve greater skill utilization and be more satisfied with their jobs than non-participants.

This study was an attempt to test these basic assumptions. It was not intended to look at the
independent effects of the DIG success factor analysis process, resume preparation, and job cam-
paign methods, but rather to examine their combined effect on three dependent variables: (a)
utilization of skills in the job, (b) general job satisfaction, and (c) satisfaction with abilities utiIi-zation.

There were no a priori reasons to suspect that the groups would differ significantly on any of
the background characteristics (e.g., age, years of employment, years in present job, level of educa-
tion, income, etc.).-However, if significant differences were observed among the groups, (a) these
differences would need to be considered in the interpretation of the findings, and (b) additional
analyses and group comparisons might be necessary to better estimate possible differential effects
of or interactions with DIG participation.

The key hypotheses to be tested were:

1. DIG participants (Group II) have a higher mean score than non-participants (Group III)
on a measure of the perceived significance of the job utilization of skills.

2. DIG participants have a higher mean score than nonparticipants on the general job
satisfaction scale of the MSQ.

3. DIG participants have a higher mean score than non-participants on the ability utilization
satisfaction scale of the MSQ.

If any of these hypotheses were accepted, a number of additional hypotheses would then
need to be tested in order to better estimate the possible effects of DIG participation.

To be able to attribute any significant differences between the groups to the DIG program,
it was further necessary to determine whether the DIG participants would have been different from
the non-participants on the dependent variables even if they hadn't participated in the DIG pro-
gram. In other words, are the DIG participants different from non-DIG participants for some
reasons unrelated to the DIG program?

10
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To answer this question directly would have required both pre- and post-DIG scores on the
dependent variables for the same group of people. Sincescores for the post-DIG group obtained
prior to their DIG experience were obviously not available, an alternate approach was used. The
basic assumption involved in the approach was that those currently entering the DIG program are
not systematically different than their predecessors, and that they enter the DIG pro-gram today
for essentially the same reasons as participants of past years.

Accordingly, pre-DIG (i.e., Group I) scores would be compared to non-DIG (control) scores
on each of the dependent variables. Differences would tend to support a conclusion that DIG
participants are somehow systematically different from non-participants. Because significant
differences were not anticipated, the hypotheses concerning these comparisons were stated in
null form:

4. There is no significant difference between the pre-DIG (Group l) and the non-DIG group
(Group HI) Mean scores on a measure of the p.Jrceived significance of the job utilization
of skills.

5. There is no significant difference between the pre-DIG and the non-DIG group mean
kores on the general job satisfaction scale of the MSQ.

6. There is no significant difference between the pre-DIG and the non-DIG group mean
scores on the ability utilization satisfaction scale of the MSQ.

In addition, scores of the pre-DIG group were to be compared to those of the post-DIG
group on each of the dependent variables. If there were no significant differences between these
two groups in background characteristics, then any significant differences on the dependent
measures could be attributed to the combination of DIG participation and post-DIG employment
experience. The hypotheses to be tested were:

7. The post-DIG group (Group II) has a higher mean score than the pre-DIG group (Group I)
on a measure of the perceived significance of the job utilization of skills.

8. The post-DIG group (Group II) has a higher mean score than the pre-DIG group (Group. I)
on the general job satisfaction scale of the MSQ.

.
.

9. The post-DIG group (Group II) has a higher mean score than the pre-DIG group (Group I)
on the ability utilization satisfaction scale of the MSQ.

In summary, the hypotheses anticipated findings which would support the view that three
major, skill-related variables are positively affected by the DIG intervention. These positive effects
would be evidenced by one of the following sets of conditions:

Pre-DIG Post-DIG
Condition Scores Scores

A:

B:

Same as Higher than
Non-DIG Non-DIG

Lower than Same as
Non-DIG Non-DIG

11
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The major dependent variables for this study (subjects of the preceding hypotheses) were
skills utilization and job satisfaction. As noted, the two scales of the MSQ of particular importance
were General Job Satisfaction and Satisfaction with Ability Utilization, respectively.

Skill utilization, or the significance of an individual's skills to his/her job, was computed as a
"Skills Utilization Index" (SUI):

SUI ENpR

where R is the sum of the self-ratings for all skills rated, N is the number of skills rated (a
maximum of six), and P is the scale maximum (seven in this case). Thus, the index can range in
value between zero and one.

The Skill Utilization Index provides a standardized single measure by which either individuals
or groups can be readily compared with respect to an unrestricted range of talents and personal
attributes. It can be considered analogous to the familiar Dow-Jones index of leading market
indicators in that it is a single index reflecting an overall condition, in this case indicating how well
an individuars skillsregardless of how many he/she possessesare being utilized in employment.
It is an "index of leading indicators" in that the ratings of only the most important skills are to be
used in computing it.

The Skill Utilization Index was not intended to be a direct measure of satisfaction, but was
expected to be related to the Ability Utilization scale of the MSQ. Ability utilization contributes
to job satisfaction and hence is one of the 20 contributing factors recognizedby the MSQ; it pro-
vides an indication of the respondents' satisfaction vis-a-vis ability utilization. It does not identify
those abilities, nor does it provide any measure of their utilization's significance.

Other variables used in the study to supplement the primary dependent variables included
income, occupational status, and the various remaining scalesaf the Minnesota Satisfaction Ques-
tionnaire (MSQ). Income was defined as occupational income, and occupational status was coded
in accordance with a scaling system developed to study the nation's occupational distribution and
trends, using census data. The occupational status codes reflect both educational attainment and
income (Nam et al., 1975).

The MSQ provides scales for each of the following intrinsic satisfactions:
abilities utilization
achievement
activity (keeping busy)
authority
creativity
independence (working alone)
moral values
responsibility
social service
social status
variety

12
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Extrinsic elements include:

advancement
company policies and practices
compensation
co-workers
security
supervision (human relations)
supervision (technical)

A composite score was also computed for intrinsic and for extrinsic job satisfaction.
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ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS

Group Demographic Comparisons

The hypotheses defined for the study were predicated on an assumptioh that the three study
groups would be comparable with regard to their demographic characteristics independent
variables such as age, academic achievement, and employment experience. Findings did not support
this assumption. Consequently, these background differences ncededio be considered in interpret-
ing the group comparisons on the dependent variable scores (i.e., skill utilization and job satisfaction).
Demographic comparisons between the groups are reported in Table 1 and discussed below.

Age The non-DIG (i.e., control) group was significantly younger than the other two groups,
although it was drawn as a sample of those believed to be of approximately the same age as the
post-DIG group.

Sex Up-to-date name and address information on non-DIG alumni available to the project
was contained in a just-released directory of the graduates of Columbia College, Columbia Univer-
sity's all-male undergraduate college.

Degree level The non-DIG group was characterized by a much higher percentage of doctorate
level degree-holders, and comparably fewer persons at the masters level.

Age vs. degree level In contrast to the other two groups, members of the non-DIG group had
pursued their education without interruption (cf. "years since highest degree" with "years working").

Academic proparation The distribution of group members according to academic areas of
preparation was similar for the pre- and post-DIG groups, both showing a heavy concentration in
the "academic" areas. By contrast, the non-DIG group had focused on law and medicine.

Employment Years working and years with present employer were not significantly different
for the pre- and post-DIG groups, but the non-DIG group had significantly fewer years of employ-
ment

Occupational status and income Mean income differences between the three groups were
all significant. The occupational status of the pre-DIG was also significantly below that of the other
two groups.

In summary, those in the pre- and post-DIG groups were characterized by academic preparation
in non-occupationally focused disciplines, whereas those in the non-D1Ggroup concentrated on the
medical and legal professions. The non-DIG group was also represented by a much higher percentage
of degree-holders at the doctorate level, but these individuals were nearly all in the medical and legal
fields. In addition, the group's formal educational progress was continuous and uninterrupted; thus,
its advanced degree-holders were younger. Finally, it was all-male. Thus, demographically speaking,
the pre- and post-DIG groups were quite similar, while both contrasted with the non-DIG group on
a number of characteristics.
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Table 1

Group Demographics

Group
I II /II

Pro-DIG Post-DIG Non-DIG

Size of group (usable responses): 78 200 145

Average age: 33 33 30

Sex (percent males): 45 72 100

Race: (percent of group)
Whits 87 91 92
Black 3 3 1

Other 10 8 8

1 oo 100 100

Degree level: (percent of group)
Baccalaureate 32 38 30
Masters 49 49 28
Doctorate 20 16 . 42

100 100 100

Average age, by degree level:
Baccalaureate
Malters
Doctorate

Areas of academic preparation: (percent of group)
Medicine and law
Education, business, and engineering
Physical science and math
Academic (social and behemioral science,

arts, humanities)

28.5, 29.5 29.5
35.2 33.3 30.3
35.7 37.2 30.9

4 7 42
9 20 18
7 4 7

so 69 32

100 100100

Years since highest degree: 4.1
Years since DIG:
Years working (full time, non-seasonal): 7.8
Years with present or moat recent employer: 3.4
Presently employed (percent): 47
Self-employed (percent): 8
Occupational stow:ICON: 81
Annual employment income (thousands) 812.1

18
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Group Comparisons on the Dependent Variables

The hypotheses concerning the dependent variable comparisons for the Pr* end Po llt-DIG
groups were strongly supported by the data, as shown in Table 2. Fkst listed in the table are the
group demographic veriobles, income and occupstional status, followed by the three primary
dependent variables (skill utilization index and two job estisfaction scales). Following thesedependent variable scores are scores on the remaining job satisfaction scales of the MSO. The poet-DIG group scorn on skill utilization, satisfaction with the utilization of their abilities in their
work, and general job satisfaction were all significantly hic0er than those of the pm-DIG group. Inaddition, their income, occupational status, and satisfaction ICONS on tech of the MS0 steles
(consisting of 11 intrinsic and 9 extrinsic factors) were all significantly hiOwr. Since the two groups'
background characteristics were also comparable (as previously noted), the aseumptions underlying
these hypotheses were supported, and the comparisons of their dependent variable scores were not
further qualified.

Hypotheses concerning the non-DIG group'sdependent variable scores were not, however,
supported. Comparisons between them and the post-DIG group's are also shown in Table 2.

The non-DIG group was found to be experiencing significantly higtwr skill utilization and
satisfaction with the use of its abilities. Although its general meisfaction was not significantly
higher then the postDIG group's, the difference approeched significance as a result of the non-DIG
group's somewhat higtver miscall intrinsic job setisfaction. The two groups' extrinsic stisfactioneMN comparable in spite of the fact that the non-DIG group's reported wove annual income
(earnings) wee $4400 higher then the post-DIG group's.

Sub-Group Comperieons on the Dependent %Aisles

Because of the unexpected nature of these findings, attention was turned to possible emplan*
tions which could be supported by the data. As *heady noted, the non-DIG group differed meld-
trebly from the post-DIG group demographically. Particularly striking were their ago and academic
background differences. With regard to age, the non-DIG group contained no one older than 35.
With regerd to areas of academic preparation, the preponderance of those in the pre- and post-DIG
groups held degrees in other then the medical end legal areas (08 percent and 93 percent, respec-
tively) which, by contrast accounted for 42 percent of the non-DIG group (see Table 1). It seemed
logical to suspect that these background differences might account for the unexpected results.
Therefore, further comparisons between the non-DIG group and either of the other groups were
made excluding doctors, lawyers, and thom over 35, as diecussed below.

Post-DIG (Group II) vs. Non-DIG (Group III)

The demographics of these groups after excluding thoee over 35 years of age, and those
prepared for the medical or legel professions, are tabulated in Table 3. None of the intergroup
comparisons shown in the table reveal significant differences in the dependent variable scores. Thus,
the hypotheses to the effect that these experiencing DIG would be utilizing their skills more highly
and would hem greater job satisfaction as a consequence, were still not supported by the data. The
two groups appeared essentially equivalent on every measure employed with the exception of
occupational status, which is a construct based upon the individual's stated occupation. On this
measure, the post-DIG group excelled.

17
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TABLE 2

Comperlsons Oman Groups*

Moom i Standard &Widens
I II III

tittst Complaisant

ACP

Veers since highest degree

Years in the work force

Veers with present employer

Occupational Status

Reported gross annual 'mom,
(thousande of dollars)

Skill Utilization Index

Satisfaction with Ability
Utilization

General Job Satisfaction

Satisfaction with Achievement

Satisfaction with Work Activity

Satisfaction with
Advancement OPPortunitY

312 321- 30.3
*8.6 7.4 3.3

4.1 6.0 5.0
6,8 14 2.9

7.8 7.0 5.0
17 6.3 3.6

3.4 2.8 2.8
3.5 3.0 2.0

81 89 91
12 9 10

12.1 16.0 22.4
71 9.8 11.7

451 0.06 0.70
0.22 418 0.16

10.4 15.6 118
5.9 6.0 5.3

24.3 30.6 31.8
7.1 6.6 8.0

12.7 17.0 17.4
17 4.8 4.3

12.8 17.6 17.3
5.3 4.9 4.3

8.3 13.6 14.8
4.3 5.8 5.0

24

I vs. II Ilvt. Ill
t P( t 0(

017 429 3.9 4000

-2.27 0.01 2.3 0.01

485 0.20 3.8 0.000

1.08 0.14 0.14 445

-5.06 4000 -015 0.17

-4.77 0.000 -3.6 4000

-5.16 0.000 -2.4 0.01

-6.30 0.000 -1.8 0.04

-6.38 0.000 -1.5 0.07

-5.68 0.000 -0.85 0.20

-6.72 0.000 0.62 0.27

-7.92 4000 -2.1 402



11.9 14.5 15.6 -3.01Satisfaction with Authority
4.6 4.7 4.1

19 123 13.0 -4.22Satisfaction with ComPany PolleY 3.7 4.7 4.0

11.3 131 14 .4 -452Satisfacticm with Compensation
10 5.7 11

14.9 114 16.5 -2.27Satisfaction with Coworkers
12 4.0 4.0

12.1 16.0 112 ALMSatisfaction witfs Creativity
19 13 4.1

13.9 115 16.1 -3.53Satisfaction with Intlepondenee
15 4.4 4.1

16.4 17.7 113 -1.116Satisfaction with Moral Values
12 4.2 4.0

12.3 113 16.1 -3.92Satisfaction with Recognition
17 6.1 4.4

13.1 16.6 119 -4.93Satisfaction with Responsibility
5.2 4.7 3.9

10.9 15.0 112 -5.10Satisfaction with Security
5.0 16 5.1

13.5 15.7 112 -2.10Satisfaction with Social Ssivice
5.9 5.0 4.6

10.7 14.7 15.2 -144Satisfaction with Social Status
5.3 5.1 4.4

Satisfaction with Supervision, 11.6 14.fl 14.9 -4.12Human Relations 5.6 5.4 4.7
Satisfaction with Supervision, 12.4 15.1 15.7 -3.56Technkal 5.6 5.1 4.4

25

4000

am*

0.001

fk025

0.000

0.001

0.066

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.006

0000

0.000

0001

-2.4 4006

-1.4 000

-.1190 419

-416 444

-0.21 0.39

0.t1 021

-1.4 0.00

437 0.36

-085 026

-2.04 0.02

-0.91 0.16

-0.90 0.16

-0.24 0.41

-toe 014



Mune & Sanded &Wader,.
vtat Cant

lw.II II vs. III
I II

12.0 16.2 18.1 -6.03 0000 034 0.37
6.3 4.6 4.6

12.6 15.5 15.6 -417 0.000 0.00 OS
5.6 5.2 4.8

12.7 18.0 18.6 -4.56 0.000 -1.56 0011
4.4 3.7 3.3

11.6 14.6 111 -6.11 0.000 -1.13 0.13
3.6 3.7 3.2
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TABLE 3

Comparisons Between the Non- and Post-DIG Groups
for Non-Professionals* Under Age 36

Variable

Group -Statistiafest_-
Non-DIG Post-DIG

Age i 29.6 29.4 -0.43 0.33
s.d. 3.0 3.6

Years since highest degree i 5.3 4.7 -1.23 0.11
s.d. 3.2 3.0

Years in the work force ii 5.1 5.1 -0.03 0.49
- s.d. 2.9 3.5

Years with present employer i 3.0 2.5 -1.5 0.07
s.d. 2.3 2.2

Occupational Status i 85 88 2.3 0.01
s.d. 10 10

Reported gross annual income i 16.8 17.2 0.32 0.38
(thousands of dollars) s.d. 8.1 9.6

Skill Utilization Index R 0.67 0.65 -1.08 0.14
s.d. 0.16 0.18

Satisfaction with Ability ii. 15.5 15.1 -0.43 0.34
Utilizatibn % s.d. 5.7 5.9

General Job Satisfaction ii 30.9 30.3 -0.60 0.28
s.d. 6.5 6.4

Satisfaction with Achievement R 16.8 16.7 -0.19 0.42
s.d. 4.3 4.6

Satisfaction with Work Activity 3i 17.0 17.6 0.93 0.18
s.d. 4.2 4.7

Satisfaction with i 14.0 13.8 -0.29 0.39
Advancement Opportunity s.d. 5.2 5.8

Satisfaction with Authority i 15.5 14.1 -2.15 0.02
s.d. 4.6 4.5

Satisfaction with Company Policy i 12.9 12.2 -1.07 0 14
s.d. 4.4 4.8

Satisfaction with Compensation i 13.8 14.0 0.23 0 41
s.d. 5.6 5.5

'Professionals here defined as those academically prepared for medicine or law.
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Table 3, continued

Variable
Group Statistic Test

Non-DIG Post-DIG t I3(
Satisfaction with Coworkers 16.4 16.5

-CO--
am 0.60

Satisfaction with Creativity i 16.0 15.7 -0.38 0.35
s.d. 5.1 5.2

Satisfaction with Independence X' 15.7 16.2 0.88 0.19
s.d. 4.2 4.4

Satisfaction with Moral Values i 18.1 17.7 -0.84 0.20
s.d. 4.0 4.0

Satisfaction with Recognition i 14.7 15.0 0.44 0.33
s.d. 4.4 5.2

Satisfaction with Responsibility )7 16.6 16.4 -0.37 0.36
s.d. 4.1 4.6

Satisfaction with Security ic- 15.7 15.5 -0.20 0.42
s.d. 5.4 5.1

Satisfaction with Social Service X' 15.4 15.3 -0.13 0.45
s.d. 4.4 4.9

Satisfaction with Social Status i 14.2 14.4 0.28 0.39
s.d. 4.5 5.0

Satisfaction with Supervision, i 15.2 14.9 -0.37 0.36
Human Relations s.d. 5.0 5.6

Satisfaction with Supervision, i 15.4 15.1 -0.37 0.36
Technical s.d. 4.5 5.1

Satisfaction with Variety 'X 15.6 16.1 0.62 0.27
of Work Duties s.d. 5.0 4.6

Satisfaction with X' 15.9 15.4 -0.75 0.23
Working Conditions s.d. 5.0 5.3

Intrinsic Job Satisfaction i 16.1 15.7 -0.73 0.23
s.d. 3.4 3.6

Extrinsic Job Satisfaction i 14.8 14.7 -0.20 0.42
s.d. 3.6 3.6

2 2



An important remaining demographic difference that needed to be donsidered was that of thesexual make-up of the groups, since the post-DIG group consisted of 25 percent females whereas
the non-DIG group was exclusively male. Excluding the post-DIG women from the above compari-
sons revealed no additional differences. Neither did the post-DIG women differ from the non-DIGgroup (all men) on the primary variables, although the women had higher occupational status (90versus 85).

- - -
Pre-DIG (Group I) vs. Non-DIG (Group 111)

The results of comparing the post-D1G with both the pre- and non-DIG groups have been
presented. In accordance with expectations, the post-DIG group showed significantly higher scoresthan the pre-DIG group on the primary dependent variables, as well as on other indicators of job
success. Contrary to expectations, however, the post-DIG group did not also outperform the non-
DIG group. Even when comparisons were limited to those of comparable age and academic prepara-tion, differences between group scores were not statistically significant.

From these results, it followed that the pre-DIG group should have lower scores than the
non-DIG group, and this proved in fact to be the case. Thus, the hypotheses concerning these two
groups were not supported. In other words, the pre-DIG groupcontrary to expectationswas not
generally representative of those who had not experienced DIG. The pre-DIG group appeared tobe a special group.

Men vs. women

There were no women in the non-DIG group against which the women of the other two groupsmight be compared; however, it was of interest to compare the scores of the letter with those ofthe men in their respective groups.

Women in the pre-DIG group were about six years older (36 vs. 30) and had worked about
two years longer than their male counterparts. However, there were no differences between them
as to skill utilization, various measures of job satisfaction, income, or occupational status.

The post-DIG women were also older than the men in their group (35 vs. 32) but had not
worked significantly longer. Their scores on the primary dependent variables were equivaleht to
the men's, but they were earning about $4000 less even though their occupational status was essen-tially the same. Understandably, therefore, they were less satisfied with their advancement oppor-
tunities, compensation, company policies, and job security.

Finally, separate comparisons were made for men and women. Both the men and the women
in the post-DIG group had significantly higher scores on the major dependent variables than the
men and women, respectively, in the pre-DIG group. Their scores were higher, as well, on most of
the other measures of satisfaction, they earned more, and had higher occupational status. Thesuperiority of the post-DIG group scores on selected variables are shown in Table 4 for both men
and women, expressed in percent.

Accordingly, the data show that the DIG experience had been beneficial for both men and
women, but differentially so, the men experiencing a greater increase in satisfaction with the
utilization of their abilities, and in income, than the women.
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TABLE 4

Superiority of Post-D1G to Pre-D1G &MOS,
for Both Men and Women

Variable

PostDIG Superiority (V
Men Women

Skill Utilization Index 30 28

Satisfaction with Ability Utilization 59 44

General Job Satisfaction 27 25

Intrinsic Satisfaction 27 27

Income 58 24

Occupational Status 12 9

TABLE 6

Skill Utilization index as a
Function of Time

Independent Variable

Correlation and Regression Coefficients

Pre-DIG Post-DIG

b

Non-DIG

r b

Age

Years since highest degree

Years working

Years with employer

Years since DIG

0.24

N/A

0.014

N/A

(0.13)

0.18

0.25

0.0067

0.0090

0.016

0.19

0.25

N/A

0.010

0.014

N/A

r = Pearson's r

b = linear regression coefficient

p < 0.05 for values shown without parenthesis

p < 0.1 for values shown in parentheses

Blanks indicate p > 0.1
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Trends in the Dependent Variables

Changes in the dependent variables were analyzed to determine the strength of their relelion-
ship to age and tenure, and their time-rates of change for the groups studied. These showeda mOdest
correlation between age and skill utilization. Correlations were weaker between age and satisfaction
with the utilization of abilities, and there was almost no significance to the correlations between
general satisfaction and age, for any of the groups. Correlations tended to be motive for the pre-
DIG group, positive for the post-DIG group.

The correlation coefficients (Pearson's r) and regression coefficients (b) for the relationship
between Skill Utilization Index and various independent variables are listed in Table 5. The figures
indicate that, generally speaking, skill utilization increased over time for the post-DIG and non-DIG
groups, even though the relationship was not very strong. However, the rates of Increase were differ-
ent Moreover, in the case of the post-DIG group, the rate of increase woe much greater following
the DIG experience. The linear regression coefficient for the skill utilization vs. years-since-DIG
line (0.016) was more than double that of skills utilization vs.

Although income was not treated as a dependent variable in this study, analysis of the relation
between the respondents' age and income was of Interest. It is generally accepted that income
increases with age until some time in mid-life. According to Haller and Spinner (1977), this plateau
occurs roughly between the ages of 40 and 50 for occupations comparable to those of this study's
respondents. Hence it was expected that age-income correlations for those under 36 would be
reasonably strong and positive for these respondent& The results obtained are shown in Table 6.

TABLE 6

income a a Function of Age

Group r b

Pre-D1G (0.19) 256
Post-D1G 0.24 634
Non-D1G 0.47 1283

r z Pearson's r

b z linear regression coefficient

p < 0.05 for values shown without parenthesis

0.1 for values shown in parentheses
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Group Skill Profiles

Section 3 of the questionnaire (sse Appendix A) asked respondents to name the six mist
important, satisfaction-producing skill attributes they possessed. A list of43 such attributes wasprovided from which six might be selected. Respondents were then asked to consider the six
identified attributes, and to rate the extent to which each one was being utilized in their jobs. The
results of these selections and ratings are tabulated and discussed in Appendix E.

The skin attributes selected as most important showed that the groups considered themselvesto be strongly creative, analytical, logical, articulate, and responsible. The data also showed that thepost-DIG and non-DIG groups differed somewhat with regard to the skill areas they emphasized.
Thus, the attributes of verbal communication, organizing, and of interpersonal skills generally, were
more often selected by members of the post-DIG group, whereas the non-DIG group considered its
major strengths to include logical thinking and analyzing.

Data on the utilization of the various.skills characterizing the groups indicated that the jobs ofthese individuals provided more abundant opportunities for some skills than others. Characteristicsmost highly utilized included responsibility, verbal communication, and logical thinking. Amongthe least used were creativity, conceptualization, and interpersonal strengths. Although these resultsdid not clearly differentiate between the groups, the data tended to show that the skill attributes
most heavily utilized were more typical of the non-DIG than the post-DIG group (see Appendix E).

The above observations were based on comparisons between the non-DIG and the post-DIG
groups only. The smaller size of the pre-DIG group, and the relatively large number of skills from
which selections might be made (43), meant that the data from this group was too sparse to com-
pare reliably with the others. However, the data available suggested that the pre-DIG group was
more similar in its skill characteristics to the post-DIGgroup. Hence, observations concerning the
post-DIG group's skill profile can be extended to include the pre-DIG group as well.

Discussion

The study focused on the testing of certain hypotheses concerning the skill utilization and
job satisfaction of three groups of people of similar age and academic background. The three-group
design (in lieu of a more time-consuming longitudinal study which could have provided the desiredinformation more directly) was made to study the beneficial effects of the skills analysis and other
processes of the DIG program. A basic assumption of the design was that the pre-DIG groupthose
entering the program during the period of the studywould be typical of those who have entered
it in the past several years. That is, that the reasons for becoming a participant have remained
basically unchanged for some time, and thus the program is attracting persons similar to those who
have come into it in the past. This seemed a reasonable assumption in view of the continuity of the
program's offerings, operations, and leadership.

While no direct data were gathered to verify this assumption, some verification was provided
by the pre- and post-DIG groups' descriptive characteristics: age, length of work experience, areasand level of academic preparation, etc. In addition, analysis of the dependent variable scores of the
two groupsas a function of time (age, work tenure, timesince DIG, etc.) provided some supportive
evidence. It indicated that the pre-DIG group experienced downward trends with respect to these
variables while the post-DIG group's was moderately increasing overall, with a history of much
more rapid increase since its DIG experience (linear regression reported in Table 5, and associated
discussion). These indications, while not as conclusive as desired (owing partly to the modest
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values of correlation obtained), taken together tend to support the assumption that the post-DIG
members prior to their DIG experience were similar to the current pre-DIG members with regard to
the use of their skills in work and their sense of satisfaction.

Accordingly, the findings of differences between the two groups' variable scoreswhich were
both statistically significant and appreciable (Table 2)supported the hypotheses that the inter-
vention of DIG in the lives of the post-DIG group members had produced lasting effects on their
skill utilization and job satisfaction.

However, the dependent variable scores obtained did not support the hypotheses concerning
either the non-DIG versus the pre-DIG groups, or the non-DIG versus the post-DIG groups.

The relationships for the non-DIG versus the pre-DIG groups were stated in the form of null
hypotheses. Support of these would lend support to the suggestion that the DIG process would
benefit both equallywhether much or little. Thus, if it could be shown that the pre-D1G group
could be helped by the process (as has been argued), then those who did not elect it could be
similarly helped. Failure of the data to support this hypothesis, and the direction of the differences
found, suggest that the pre-DIG group consisted of persons who elected to participate in DIG
because of their increasing dissatisfaction with both the intrinsic and extrinsic aspects of their
occupational experiences, including an unsatisfying utilization of their major talents. This conclu-
:ion is suggested not only by the group's scores, but by its responses to questions about employ-
ment status and prospects (Table 7). In these respects, at least, the pre-DIG group was not represen-
tative of others of similar background who never experienced DIG (i.e., the non-DIG group). Thus,
present expectations concerning the benefits the pre-DIG group will receive from its DIG participa-
tion (based on the experiences of the post-DIG group) cannot be extended to all others of similar
background.

TABLE 7

Employment Status and Prospects

Percent of Group

Pre-DIG Post-DIG Non-DIG

Under-employed 53 41 23
Making progress towards occupational goals 28 66 79
Have promotional opportunities in present employment 16 59 71
Confident of finding satisfying employment elsewhere 30 67 76
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This conclusion was further strengthened by the post-D1G to nonDIG comparisons. For those
of comparable age and academic background, the post-DIG group did not differ appreciably from
the non-DIG group on the dependent variables (Table 3). In other words, the non-DIGgroup mem-
bers were doing as well in terms of using their skills in their work, and were equally satisfied with
respect to a range of intrinsic and extrinsic measures. This was true even when the women of the
postDIG group were excluded from the comparisons, to guard against possible bias resulting from
sex inequity in the labor market.

In addition to the lower skill utilization and satisfaction that seems to distinguish those who
enter DIG from those who do not, as discussed above, the data suggest other possible differences:
Although the skill profiles of the post-DIG and non-DIG groups were similar, they were not identi-
cal. Thus, the nonDIG group stressed logical thinking and analyzing, whereas DIG participants
focused More on verbal communication, organizing, and on interpersonal skills generally. However,
these findings of apparent differences are based on a fairly small data sample. They are the result
of comparing how often each of the skills was selected by each group. Because of the large number
of choices possible (43), no single skill was selected by a very large percentage of the group. There-
fore, the apparent group skill differences resulting from comparison of individual skills in their
profiles were examined more comprehensively.

This was done by tapping the collective experience of all the respondents relative to the
usability of their skills in the labor market. Skills were grouped into categories of reportedutiliza-
tion (see Appendix E). The skill profile of each group was then compared to this collective labor
market experience. In this way, apparent differences between the groups' relative skill strengths
were examined with regard to the differential utilization of skills reported by the groups as a whole.
This examination indicated that the most utilized skills reflected somewhat better thecharacteristics
of the non-DIG group. Thus, the post-DIG group's skill utilization wore may have been affected by'
its unique skill strengths, skills which were less in demand than the non-DIG group's. If so, this
condition would also reflect upon the group's satisfaction, since the correlations between Skills
Utilization Index and satisfactions (abilities utilization and general) were fairly high (0.59 and 0.54,
respectively).

The various conclusions presented above concerning the efficacy of the DIG program are, of
course, tentative in some important senses. It would be dangerous to conclude, for example, that
all improvements in the career experiences of past participants in DIG are attributable to DIG alone.
Even so, the data and interpretations presented here were supported by the comments of the respon-
dents (see Appendix C). For the great majority of those who cared to comment, the DIG experience
was, in retrospect, a positive experience; for some, even a crucial one. In this regard, it should be
noted that, for the group as a whole, more than four years had elapsed since their DIG experience.

Another point to be noted in comparing and contrasting "DIG" with "non-DIG" groups is
that the processes employed in DIG are not unique. They are advocated in one form or another by
a number of counseling practitioners and authors of popular works. Thus, it is unwarranted to
assume that the "non-DIG" population was entirely ignorant of these approaches, or that they had
greater inherent insight than those who sought the aid of DIG.

Finally, a few comments about the dependent variables themselves should be made. Job satis-
faction, although very important, must be regarded as a highly subjective and rather elusive quantity.
The measures of satisfaction used in this study correlated only fairly well, at best, with other, more
objective, variables. If satisfaction can be regarded as inversely related to the discrepancy between
one's expectations and reality, then it follows that it will change when either reality or expectations
change. Accordingly, when comparing any two groups' satisfaction scores, it may be argued that
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differences are the result of differences in expectation or aspiration, rather than differences in
external reality. This argument is not made in thecase of the comparisons of this study. Nevertheless,
evidence has been presented to indicate the possibility that the several groups involved in the study
were not without differemes in their limitations.

The focus of this study was upon skills, their transfer to various situations, and the effect of
their use ors an individual's sense of worth and wellbeing. As indicated by Table 5, trends in the
Skills Utilization Index appeared to be time-related. Even 90, the index did not appear to be a
time-dependent variable; it showed only moderate correlation with time, and its relationship with
time showed up as both positive and negative. By contrast, income was much more time dependent
(positively related end more highly correlated). Thus, the Skills Utilization Index miners to be a
useful measure, one that is more objective than job satisfaction, but which is affected by it.
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SUSIMMY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summery

Date were collemd from threegroups representative of the following:

Group I: those with prior occupationsi experienceswho now seek the career counseling
assistance of the DIG program ("pre-DIG" group).

Group II: those who have participated in DIG in veers past ("poet-DIG" group).

Group III: those *to have never experienced DIG and ate not now seeking it ("non-DIG"
group).

All three groups received academic preparation at the same institution (Columbia
University).

It was initially expected that for groups with comparable demographic and educational back-
grounds, analysis of their employment experience would showan arkantege in War of Group II in
MVOs of the following outcomes, in particuler:

(I) greater utilization of its members' skills in their employment

(2) greater satisfaction with the utilization of the abilities of its members in their
employment

(3) greater job satisfaction generally.

Group scores on these outcome measures were the subject of hypotheses. The argument expressed
by the hypotheses WOB that: (1) DIG makes an important difference to those who engage in it,
(2) those who do so are initially no different than others of similar age, academic background, and
occuPationel exPerience, (3) therefore, other things being equal, DIG participants should excel as
a group.

The hypotheses concerning the group score comparisons, as well as the comparison results
obtained, are summarized as follows:

Groups Compand Expated Diffseencts Findings

a. Post-DIG vs. Non-DIG Post-DIG would be higher No significant difference

b. Pre-DIG vs. Non-DIG No significant difference Non-DIG higher

c. Post-DIG vs. Pre-DIG Post-DIG would be higher As expected

Significant differences between the groups with respect to age, sex, and area of academic
preparation were found. When thew WO removed, comparison of the groups' scores on the out-
come measures strongly supported expectations for comparison (c) only. The results expected for
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comperivons (a) and (b) were not obtained. Inland, the there wee no significant difference on
comparison (a), and remits showed the the non-DIG group outscored the pre-DIG group signifi-
can* on comparison (b).

This meent that the ple-DIG group was actually not representative of others of likeage,
experience, and academic preparation who had not experienced DIG. Nether, its members were
using their skills to a much lase sienificent extent, were much less giddied with their Jobs generally,
and with their jobs' use of their abilities, were earning considerably less, and had lower occupations'
stout Further, the results of comparison (c) indicate that soma time late% following their DIG
experience, members of this group should be doingas well on these moose as their pears who
have not experienced DIG. Hamer, to interpret the reeks of comp..-4..tea (c) in thisway requires
an aseumption that those who enter the program today are representative of those who have par.
*looted in the past. Both the beckground characteristics examined and circumstantial evidence
**Port this assumption. The unsolicited comments of members of the post-DIG group attest to the
help they hrie received from the program. It is therefore concluded that those who experience DIG
go on to much more fulfilling occupations' experiences than before.

Based upon the results of comparison (c), made separately for men and women, significant
knprovements are experienced by both. However, the ohenees experienced by the men have spoor-
ently been greaw with regard to increased income and improved satisfaction concerningthe utiliza-
tion of their abilities. Thus, although post-DIG men and women did not differ significantly with
respect to their skill utilization, intrinsic job satisfaction% or occupational status, the women were
understandably less wished with extrinsic aspects of their jobs such as pay, **moment oppor-
tunity, security, and company policy.

The data obtained do not explain why those who Ocoee to ening in DIG should differ from
those who don'twhy their occupational experiences should hem been lass rewurding prior to
DIG. However, the skills representative of the two groups offer some clues.

On the basis of the skills identified by each respondent as representative of his/her most impor-
tant and satisfying skill attributes, the groups could be described collectively as creative, analytical,
logical, articulate, and responsible. However, there were differences of emphasis. Members of the
post-DIG group emphasized their verbal communication and orgenizim skills and selected vritiOUS
interpersonal skills to describe themselves somewhat more than those in the hon-DIG group. The
latter reported their skills to be more concentrated in the areas of analyzing and logical thinking.

Combined data from both groups indicated that the skill attributes most heavily utilized in
the occupations in which they MT towed were more typical of the non.DIG group's areas of
greatest strength. In contrast, 90TO of the particular strengths of the DIG perticipants w-em among
the least utilized. Thus, the relatively low skills utilization reported by the pm-DIG group could be
partially the result of its inability to find employment opportunities that required ha particular skill
streoliths. The study showed reasonably strong correlation between Skills Utilization Index (SUI)
and satisfaction with the utilization of one's abilities (i.e., 0.59), and between SUI and general job
satisfaction (0.54). Thus, the pre-DIG group's lower scores on all three could be explained in part
by a relatively weak demand for its particular skills in the job market.

32

3;



Conclusions

self-analysis process employed by DIG and others seems to be an effective intervention.
It encourages one to think of one's employable skills in terms of a rattw broad but powerfW set
of skill attributes. It then encourages the conceptualisation of occupational requirements in these
terms, and provides motivation to smirch for an opportunity to more fully utilise one's particular
skills. The data obtained in this study strongly indicate that those who have elected to use the DIG
program have rasequently experienced employment which has Wowed them touse their skill
attributes more fully than before, snd has provided increased intrinsic and extrinsic rewords at the
same salary levels w their peers.

These individuals' reasons for taking the program Ste not fully understood. Others of similar
age, academic aress, and educational level seem to be doing as well without entering the program.
However, the DIG approach is neither unique nor new. The general approach taken is advocated in
popular publications which include best sellers. Thus, it cannot be presumed that those who hove
not sought the assistance of a program such as DIG are totelly ignorant of its basic philosophy.

Findings suggest that those who elect the DIG program do not appreciate their own versatility
and the marketability of their skill attributes. Until this experience, they conceive of theleekills and
abilities in narrow, specialized, and comentionsi terms. The DIG experience modifies their self-
perceptions and often redirects their career aspirations bawdon new perceptions of their skill
attributes and the importance of these for their self-fulfillment. Findings 11110smelt the the nature
of the skills of those who elect DIG are somewhat different than those oftheir peers, and that these
areas of strength need opportunities to be creative, verbal, and personel in order to be gratified.
Further, indications are that there is less occupational demand for these abilities than for some
others. If this is the case, then the search for satisfying occupationson the part of such persons
needs to be consciously directed and well informed.

At the outset of the study, it was postulated that even the educationally advantaged could
be helped by such a prows. The subjects of the study must certainly be numbered among these.
Their educational advantegts did not, however, guarantee a level of self-understanding adequate
to direct them to satisfying employment.

Those who weft the focus of the study li.e., those participating in DIG) were characterized by
academic preparation that lacked occupational focus (es opposed to preparation for the professions).
However, the results of the study do not preclude the possibility that many who choose early to
prepare for more specific cr may do so without adequate understanding of their skill attributes,
or may also have a restricted view of their skills. Most of those who had engaged in DIG had dom
so at a point in their lives when their academic preparation was essentially complete. The identifi-
cation of one's skill attributes at a much earlier stage in one's educational development would seem
to be a much more powerful intervention, helping to inform one's educational and vocational
decisions.

Finally, a weakness of the approach as it now exists is that although the 'transferable skills of
an individual are identified and made the focus of subsequent job finding activities, no mechanism
exists for describing jobs in the same terms. That is, there is no readily 'mailable resource that
adequately describes jobs in terms of such skill attribute requirements as are identified in the DIG
process. Thus, the success of individuals who take such an approach is dependent, to a large degree,
on both the ability and willingness of prospective employers to evaluate the requirements of their
firms' positions in the some terms of reference.
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APPENDIX A
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THE NATIONAL CENTER

FOR RESEARCH IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

SECTION 1

The 0104 Stat. University 11140 Kenny Sped Columbus. 0144 43210
Tel: (114) 44444115 Cable: CIVOCEDOSU/Columlua. Obio

This section of the questionnaire contains questions about your background. Your response to
these will be especially appreciated, as they are essential to the analysis and evaluation of the
questionnaire results. YOUR ANSWERS WILL REMAIN CONFIDENTIAL.

1. What is your year of birth?
2. In what year did you receive your highest degree?
3. In what area did you receive your highest degree?

(i.e., sociology, engineering, history, teaching, etc.)
4. What is your level of education? (check one) -

a. baccalaureate d. post-masters/predoctoral
b. post-baccalaureate . earned doctorate
C. masters f. post-doctoral

5. What is your approximate annual gross employment income?
6. What is your sex? M...._ F........
7. What is your racial or ethnic beckground?
8. How many years have you been working?

(full-time, non-seasonal employment)
9. How many years have you worked for your present employer?

10. What is your occupation? (please be specific)

SECTION 2

The following questions require only a Yes or NO answer. Please check the appropriate column.
If uncertain, omit the question.

Yes No
o 0 11. Are you presently employed? (If not, please answer about your present job in

terms of your most recent job)
0 0 12. Do you consider that your educational and employment qualifications are in excesi

of job needs?
0 0 13. Do you consider yourself a member of a minority group?
0 o 14. Did you ever participate in Columbia's DIG program?
o 0 15. Do you feel that you are making satisfactory progress towards achieving your

occupational goals?
0 a 16. Do you feel that you have promotional opportunities in your present employment?0 0 17. Would you feel confident of finding satisfactory employment if you were seeking

employment now?
0 a 18. Are you self-employed?
0 a 19. Do you have a disability that does, or may, interfere with your occupation? If yes,

what is the disability?

36

I i



SECTION 3

Each person has a unique set of talents and attributes that they find satisfaction and enjoyment
using. Below is a list of such talents and attributes. Select, if possible, at least six that you have
used successfully, and that you enjoy using:

Acareptastro/Appreeistiosi of others Foresight rimming
Aesthetic judgment °smoking Problem recognition
Arca Ylloll Helping/Serving Problem solving
Computing Fluency with ideas Ousntitative thinking
Coneeptuallaing Initiative/Enterprise Resourcefulness
Counseling Logical thinking Reeeptivity/Adeptability/Fiexibility
Creativity/l msginetionA nnovetion Memory Responsibility
Cooperating Msthencial aptitude Selfillscipline
Dealing with social situations Ideneging/DhectingAlupervising Sensitivity/Empethy
Decision making MotivatinglEncoureging Teschingltreining
Diligence/Persinerenes Orgenising Tim...haring
Exactness/Deteil Patience Tolerance of ambiguity
Expressional fluency Persuffidingil nf luencing 'Troubleshooting
Emertaining/Parforming Promoting human relations lthderstending human Interaction

Verbal communiestion

From the selection you have made, list below the six that are most important to you, in approxi-
mately their order of importance. If one of your six most important talents or attributes Was not
included in the list above, include it below.

No. 1

2

3

4

5

6

Talent or Attribute Rating

Finally, use the "Rating" column to indicate the extent to which you utilize each talent or
attribute in your job." To determine the extent of utilization, consider and weigh the frequency,
importance and level of use, as well as any other factor that you think contributes to this determi-
nation. In your own mind, combine these factors into a single rating reflecting the utilization of
each talent or attribute. Use the following rating scale:

0 not utilized
1 under unusual circumstances, may be utilized to a minor extent
2
3
4 substantially utilized
5 1--.

6
7 most highly utilized

Example: Supposing you have listed "aesthetic judgment" as your most important talent (i.e. No.1),
and that this talent is not utilized in your job, you should enter a "0" in the "Rating" column.

If you are currently unemployed, or in temporary employment, please rate the use of your
talents for your most recent "permanent" job.
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SECTION 4

The purpose of this section is to give you a chance to tell how you
feel about your job. On the basis of your answers and those of people like
you, we hope to get a better understanding of the things people like and
dishke about their jobs.

If you are presently unemployed, please answer with respect to your
most recent job. If you are self-iimployed, please omit this section.

In this section you will find statements about certain aspects of your
job. Please read each statement carefully and decide how you feel about
the aspect of your job described by the statement.

Circle 1 if you are not satisfied (if that aspect is much poorer than
you would like it to be).

Circle 2 if you are only slightly satisfied (if that aspect is not quite
what you would like it to be).

Circle 3 if you are satisfied (if that aspect is what you would likeco
it to be).

Circle 4 if you are very satisfied (if that aspect is even better than
you expected it to be).

Circle 5 if you are extremely satisfied (if that aspect is much better
than you hoped it could be).

Please answer every item, even though some of them seem repetitious.
We need all your answers. Also, please do not turn back to previous state-
ments.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH!

4 3

-

On my mew* Mk Mb is how I feel' about ,

1. The chance to do things for 'other people

2. The chance to try my own Methods of doing the job

3. Being able to do things that don't go against my conscience

4. The chance to work alone on the job.

5. The chance to do different things from time to time

& The chance to tell people what to do

7. The chanm to do something that makes use of my abilities

8. The chance to be "somebody" in the community

9. The way company policies are put into maim

10. The way my boss handles his/her employees

11, The way my job provides for steady employment

12. My pay and the amount of work I do

13. The working conditions

11. The chances for advancement on this job

16. The competence of my supervisor in making decisions

16. The way my co-workers git along with tech other

17. The freedom to use my own judgement

18. The praise I get for doing a good job

19. The feeling of accomplishment I get from the job

20. Being able to keep busy all the time

21. The chance to be of service to people

22. The chance to do new and original thinp on my own

23. Being able to do thinp that don't go against my religious beliefs

21. The chance to work by myself

25. The variety in my work

26. The chance to tell other workers how to do things

27. The chance to do work that is well suited to my abilities

28. The social position in the community that goes with the job

29. Company policies and the way in which they are administered

30. The way my supervisor and I understand each other

31. The way my job provides for a secure future

32. The chance to make as much money as my friends

33. The physical surroundings where I work

For Each Stahishent
Circle a Number

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 1

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 1

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 1

1 2 3 1

1 2 3 1

1 2 3 1

1 2 3 1

1 2 3 1

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 1

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1

5

$

5

5

5

5

5

16

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5
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COMP/ MISIrj*,1119111911,16114911rat

34. The chows of gettiosedolad en Ibis als.

31I. The teem* "knowteve ofmy opervieer

X The Awe lo ameba Idea Modals with ray arawlies
37. TM glom to mho *Hsiang wrf awn

X The woy I set MN ',edit few Ow werb 1 it

at k*l.iejsbwsllde.w
40. leaf Mated, ownethine mudsof die time

41. Tb.ofeelppaspl.
43. Tho show a try temeddne *Hoeft
43. Ming able to do the job without%Ong it ig mostly wane.

44. The change a be alone en the alle.

45. The routine in wet work

411. The chance to supervise NM, maple.

47. The chance is mike um of my best abilities.

MR The thence to "rub elbows" with (mooniest people

411 The wily waloyees we informedgam company policies.

SO. The soy my koes becks up hisheremployees (with top menapment)

II. kty lob security

52. How my pay comperes with that for similar jobs in other contmnies

63. The plessenowes of the warkino=mations.

M. The way promotions we fan out on this lob

56. The way my boss dolmas work to others.

St The friendliness of my coworkers.

57. Tht chance to be rosponsible for the work of others

St The recopition I pt for the work I do.

50. Being abbe to do something worthwhile

St Nine able to stay busy

61. The chance to be of service to others.

62. The chance to develop new and better ways to do the job

61 The chance to do things that don't harm other people

64. The chime to work independently of others

(16. The chime to do something different every dev

1111. The chance to have other workers took to me for direction

For We Ilasinent
Or* a Number

1 2 3 4 $

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 $

1 2 3 4 $

1 2 3 4 $

2 3 4 $

1 2 3 4 5

1 ? 3 4 $

2 3 4 11

2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

2 3 4 $

1 2 3 4 11

1 2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 $

2 3 4 6

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 6

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4 6

1 2 3 4 6

1 2 3 4 6

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 IS

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

OP eff, passe at 11148 ig bow I ad about ...- For lab Midmost
Cale o Number

V. The game lade the kind of work thot I do bat 1 2 3 4
1111. The shame is be imOsrlimt in theeyes of ethers. 1 2 3 4 $
III The pshein mil ratios woad wigwag et Mit sempiny 1 2 3 4 5
It The wely na Ma aka are of gempants 01 hibtiol elholoolga 1 2 3 4 $
TI. Hew apete we/ lob a

1 2 3 4 $
72. 11* amount of My Ow **ToniI N. 1 2 3 4 $
73. TIP* Orniesl working sondlibens of*tit*

1 2 3 4 $
74. Ths 001101,anides fel alaneement on this ab.

1 2 3 4 5
75. The way we/ bas amides hea en herd probleas.

1 2 3 4 5
TO. The grey wry froveraws arema w mid Monde with

1 2 3 4 5
77. The came Is be rapeneible for Pinning wry walk

1 2 3 4 5
U. The wey they wady tell me when I do my job well

1 2 3 4 $
A The china se do wq bat et 40 dross.

1 2 3 4 $
110. The chow to be "en do p" a0 the time

1 2 3 4 $
lit The theme to be of some wallteaks to Ober pale 1 2 3 4 5
12. The dam to try out game ofmy goo Ideas.

1 2 3 4 $
113. The chance is de the all without Wine I am &bang Ppm 1 2 3 4 $
N. The chose to work sway howWen. 1' 2 3 4 5
IL The donee Is do mow Wisest* ihinp on the job. 1 2 3 4 $
a The chow to Nil others what to do.

1 2 3 4 5
117. The thence to make use ofnvy abilities and skins. 1 2 3 4 $
OR The chance so have a definite plat in the community

1 2 3 4 $
fle. The way the company treats its emproas, 1 2 3 4 $
90. The personal rolationship bowmenrfty boss and his/her employees. 1 2 3 4 5
91. The way layoffs and transfers are avoidsd in my job.

1 2 3 4 $
92. How my pay commits with that of other workers.

1 2 3 4 1
93. The working conditions (hosting. liehting, ventilation etc.) on this job. 1 2 3 4 5
N. hfy chances for advancement.

1 2 3 4 5
96. The way my boos trains his/heremployees.

1 2 3 4 5
96. The spirit of cooperation among my co-workers

1 2 3 4 5
97. The responsibility of rny job.

1 2 3 4 5
at The wey I am noticed when I do a good job.

1 2 3 4 5-
99. Going able to see the results of the work l do

1 2 3 4 5
100. The chance to be active much of the time

1 2 3 4 5-





APPENDIX B

Group Cherecteristics and
Tests of Differences

The data collected for the study were processed using SPSS (Nie et al., 1975). This appendix
contains reproductions of the computer printouts of the group characteristic breakdowns, and of
the principal group comparisons used for this report.
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SEX RESPONDENTS SU
*

SEX

MALE

GROUP
COUNT I

ROM PCT IPREDIG DIG CONTROL ROM
COL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCT 1 14 24 3.1.....I..../....../......../

1. I 34 1 144 I 143 1 321
1 10.6 I 44.9 IL 444 1 76.2
1 44.7 I 72.0 I 9111.14 II 9.1 I 34. 2 1 34.0 I.2.....I........4...../

2. I 42 I 56 I 2 1 100
FEMALE I 42.0 I 56.0 I 2.0 1 234

1 5503 I 28.0 1 1.4 1I 1000 I 13.3 I 0.5 1./......1....1......1
COLUMN 76 200 145 421
TOTAL 18.1 47. 5 34.4 100.0

CINI SQUARE 83.73476 WITH 2 DEGREES OF moon

SIGNIFICANCE 0.0000
AREA COL LE GE MAJOR*1

AREA

GROUP
COUNT 1

ROM PC7 IPRE DIG DIG CONTROL
COL PC T I
TOT PC T 1 1.1 2.1 3.1
...../........I...MIOMI OISUMMINIIIINIOOMB I

1 . 1 3 1 14 I 60 I

ROM
TOTAL

77
PROF PREP 1 3.9 1 18 2 1 77.9 1 18.6

1 4.0 1 7.1 I 42.3 1I 0.7 1 3.4 1 14.5 I./..../.../...1
2. 1 7 I 39 1 26 I 72

VOC SPEC I 9.7 1 54. 2 1 36.1 I 17. 3I 9.3 1 19.7 I 184 1I 1.7 I 94 1 6.3 I./...../.....g....../
3. I 5 I 11 I 10 I 26

PI47 S SCI 1 19.2 1 42.3 I 38.5 I 6 .3
1 6.7 I 5. 6 I 7.0 /
1 1.2 1 2.7 I 2.4 I

411. I 01.1111110411NI 41114111111b I dINIMMINIIPIO Mb ONO. I

4. I 60 I 134 I 46 I 240
ACADEMIC I 25.0 1 558 I 19.2 I 57.9

1 00.0 I 61.7 I 32.4 II 14.5 I 32.3 I 11.1 I
alb 1 MI INEN. 0.11.1411.10.11141006 SI1011.

COLUMN 75 198 142 415
TOTAL 18.1 47.7 34.2 100.0

CHI SQUARE 94.99715 WITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM

SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0000

. 6



RACE ROC 1AL CHARACTERI STICS

GROUP
COUNT I

ROW PCT !PRE DIG DIG
COL PCT I

CONTROL RON
TOTAL

TOT PC? I 1 o I 2.1 3.1
RACE

le 1 63 I 176 I 130 I 369MITE I 17.1 1 47.7 I 35.2 I =90.7I 07.5 I 90.7 I 92.2 II 15.5 I 43.2 I 31.9 I
owI

2. I 2 I 6 I 2 1 10
*LACK I 20.0 I 60.0 20.0 I 2.5I 2.1 I 3.1 t 1.4 I/ 0.5 I 1.5 I 0.5 I

3. I 7 I 12 I 9 1 20
OTHER I 25.0 I 42.9 I 32.1 I 6 o 9

I 9.7 I _ 6.2 I 6.4 II 1.7 I 2.9 I 2.2 /
COLUMN 72 194 141 407

TOTAL 17. 7 47. 7 34.6 100. 0

CHI SQUARE 2.11655 VIM 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM
SIGNIFICANCE 0.7143

DEGREE HIGHEST DEGREE* * *

GROUP
COUNT I

RO W PCT IPRED1G 016 CONTROL ROW
COL PC T 1 TOTAL
TOT PC I I 1 I 201 3.1

DEGREE

IA OS+

MASTERS

e +

le I 24 I 71 I 43 I 13$
1 17.4 I 51.4 I 31.2 I 32.0
1 31.6 I 35.5 I 29.7 I
1 5.7 I 16.9 I 10.2 I

2. I 37 I 97 I 41 1 175I 21.1 I 55.4 I 23.4 I 41.6
1 49.7 I 40 .5 I 29.3 II 8.8 I 23.0 I 9.7 1
t=1 Obil1111~111141114NUINIO4

3. I 15 I 32 1 61 I 100
1 13.9 I 29.6 I 56.5 I 25.7I 19.7 I 16.0 I 42.1 II 3.6 I 7.4 1 14.5 II

COLUMN 76 200 145 421
TOTAL 16.1 47.5 34.4 100.0

CHI SQUARE * 33.65144 WITH 4 OEGREES OF FREEDOM

qa-1 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.000044 t, v



PRP PRUE=000*

PP?

129LOYID?41100000***
.GROUP

COUNT I
NON PCT IPREDIG
COL PCT I
TOT PCT I 1.1

410000,0*****

DIG CONTROL

2.1 3.1

RON
TOTAL

I. I 36 I 176 1 139 I 347
YES I 10.4 I 90.7 I 30.9 1 02.4

1 47.4 I 00.0 I 93.1 1
1 0.6 I 41.0 I 32.1 I

2. 1 40 I 24 1 10 1 74
NO 1 54.1 I 32.4 I 13.5 I 17.6

I 52.6 1 12.0 1 6.411 1
I 9.9 I 9.7 1 2.4 I

COLUMN 16 200 145 421
TOTAL /0.1 47.9 34.4 100.0

CHI SQUARE m- 00.17296 WITH 2 OtGREES OF FREEDOM
SICNITICANCE 0.0000

UNDEREAP MI:RIMMED?* 00 * 01* * * * * * 0

UNDERENP

GROUP
COUNT I
ROW !CT IPREDIG DIG CONTROL
COL PCT I
TOT PCT I lot 2.1 Sol

ROW
TOTAL

WMWNMMlMolwMMMMIMMMIOWMOMMIMMNIWMMIMNWMI

le I 40 1 All I 34 I 155
YES 1 29.0 I 52.3 1 21.9 I 36.0

1 52.6 1 40.5 I 23.4 I
I 9.5 1 19.2 I 6.1 I

2. I 36 I 119 I 111 I 266
NO I 13.5 I 44.7 I 41.7 I 63.2

I 47.4 I 5%5 I 76.6 I
I 8.6 I 28.3 I 26.4 I

COLUMN 76 200 149 421
TOTAL 18.1 47.5 34.4 100.0

CHI SQUARE * 20.47769 WITH 2 DEGREES OF FREEDOM
SIGNIFICANCE 0.0000
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PROP PROMOTIONAL OPPORTUNITY?* *

NO

0 161 *

GROUP
COUNT I

NOW PCT IPREDIC DIG CONTROL ROW
COL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCT I 14 2.11

1. I 12 I 117 I 103 I 232
I 54 I 50.4 I 44.4 I SSo 1
I 15.8 I 511.3 I 7180 I
I 2. 1 27.1 1 24.5 1

2. 1 64 I 03 I 42 I 169
I 33.9 I 43.9 I 22.2 I 44.9
1 64.2 I 41.5 I 29.0 I
I 1502 I FPO I 10.0 I

COLUMN 76 200 145 421
TOTAL 16.1 47.5 34.4 100.0

CHI SQUARE a 63.28,20 WITH 2 DEGREES OF FREEDOM
SIGNIFICANCE v. 0.0000

SATENP
* * * *

OTHER IMPLOTMENT PROSPECTS?
* * 1* * * 40

GROUP
COUNT I

ROM PCT IPREDIG DIG CONTROL
COL PCT I

* *

ROW
TOTAL

TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1
SATENP

1. 1 23 1 133 I 110 1 266
YES I 8.6 I SO 0 I 41.4 I 63.2I 30.3 I 66 5 I 75.9 I

I 3.5 I 31.6 I 26.1 IMI114111M01.1011.MMYi4001.1
2. I 53 I 67 I 35 I 155

NO I 34.2 I 41.2 I 22.6 I 3666
I 69.7 I 33.5 I 24.1 I
I 12.6 I 15.9 1 8.3 1

Im.......smmmmpmwmmmPmmrmwoeb1
COLUMN 76 200 145 421
TOTAL 18.1 41.5 34.4 100.0

CHI SQUARE a 46.37280 WITH 2 DECREES OF FRIEOOM
SIGNIFICANCE It 0 *0000
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$ELPITIPL SMIAXPLOYED?0 0 * * * 0 0 0 41 **MOM 41140

S

GROUP
COUNT

RON PC I IPREDIG 01G CONTROL no w
COL 'CT 1 TOTAL
TOT PC T 1 I .1 2.1 3.1

1. 1 6 I 2$ I 21 I 55
1 10.9 I 90.9 I 30.2 I 13.1
1 7 9 I 14. 0 I 14.9 I
I 1.4 I 6.7 I 5.0 I

2. 1 70 1 172 I 124 I 366NO 1 19.1 I 47. 0 I 330 I S.
I 92.1 I 06.0 I 09.9 I
I 1606 I 40.9 I 29.5 1

COLUMN 76 200 145 421
TOTAL 10.1 47.5 34.4 100.0

ELF I NP L

1rE

CNI SQUARE a 2. 19936 WI TN 2 0141111 S OF FREEDOM
SIGNIFICANCE 0.3330

OCCUIALS ACHIEVING OCCUPATIMAI GOALS?
0 it 4

OCCGOALS

YES

NO

GROUP
COUNT I

RON PC T IMMO IG 01 G CONTROL ROM
COL PC T TOTAL
TOT PCI I I .1 24 3.1

I. I 2 / I 132 I 115 I 260
I 7.$ I 49.3 I 42.9 I 63.7
I 27.6 I 66.0 I 79.3 I
I 5.0 1 31.4 I 27.3 I

.1........1........1........1
2. 1 SS 1 60 1

1 31.1 I 44.4 II 72.4 I 34.0 II 13.1 I 162 1
a31.WV4 76 200

TOTAL 104 47.5

30 / 133
10.6 I 36.3
20.7 1
7.1 1

145 421
34.4 100.0

CHI SQUARE 511.46736 WITM 2 DEGREES OF FREEDOM
SIGNIFICANCE ei 0.0000



0 41 41101041041110101$ 10 *OW 10100 01 00 10 0 0

MIMI AINIRA610.. Au AU OF 1113001NNT3
6 41 41 140 40 41 4I 41 41 t 41 16 41 41 * 41 * 41 40

SNOOP

PREDIG

06GRIE
NUN 1
COUNT I 6A OS. RASTERS PN.0 .

SIN 1 4
STO 01Ell 1 1 1 2 1 3 1
........./----- 1..........1.........../

1 I 20.54 1 35.24 1 35.67 1
1 24 1 37 I 15 I

1 6115.00 1 1304.00 1 535.00 1
1 4.15 1 9.66 1 7.10 1./....../......:«....r./

2 I 29.411 I 33.34 1 37.16 I
01G 1 71 1 97 1 32 1

I 2013.10 1 3234.00 1 1169.60 I
1 5.04 1 7.60 I 7.29 I

CONTROL

.4.........m.1............i..........1

3 I 29.47 I 30.27 I 30.09 I
I 43 I 41 1 61 I

I 1267.00 I 1241.60 1 1104.00 1
1 2.06 1 40110 1 2609 I../......m..../........./........../ .

Row
TOTAL

33.21
76

2524,-.00

0.57

32.50
200

6516600
7.43

30.29
145

4)92400
$41

CULUMN TOTAL 20.31 32.02 32.41 31.10
130 175 100 421

4045.00 5770.00 3600.00 1$422.00
4.10 7.76 5.74 6.67

111 0 0 * 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 * 0 0 0 *
VAR1ASLE AVORASID... VR10AD TEARS SINCE HIGHEST DEGREE
* 0 0 0 0 0 0 * * * * * 0 * * 0 * 0 * 0 * 0 * 0 41 * * * * * *

GROUP
1 1 MG I 5.11

PREDIG I 24 I 36
1 69.00 I 1114.00
I 3.23 I 9.11.4.........../.........

2 1 6.51 / 5.115
DIG I 70 I 96

1 456.00 I 562.00
1 4.65 I 5.911.1 1

3 1 6.63 I 3.97
CONTROL I 41 I 40

DEGREE
MEAN 1
COUNT 1 OA OS* MASTERS POGO 4 ROM

SUM 1 TOTAL
STD DEW 1 1 1 2 I 3 1.-----1....I.......4....i

1 272.00 I 159.00
1 3.10 / 2.95

1 3.40 I 4.05
1 IS 1 TSI 51.00 1 304.00
1 3.60 1 6.79/............./
1 5.56 1 6.04
I 32 1 11$
I 170.00 1 111040
1 5.02 1 3*44
/......................I
1 4.53 1 4.9,
/ 60 I 141
I 272.00 1 703.00
/ 2.31 1 2.93

./.........../..........1..........4

COLUMN TOTAL 5.00 5.26 4.60 5.32
135 172 107 414

707.01. 005.00 301.00 2203.00
4.33 6.20 3.54 5.00

48
5 4



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *-* * * * *
VARIABLE AVERAGED... WORKFORC NO OF YEARS IN THE WORKFORCE
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

GROUP

PREDIG

DIG

CONTROL

DEGREE
MEAN I

COUNT I bA BS+ MASTERS PH.D +
SUM I

STD DEV I 1 I 2 I 3 IImo.....1...r.w.Irreft.m.............norsomoI
I I 5.48 I

21 I

1 115.00 I
1 4.30 I

9.41 I
32 I

301.00 1
7.16 I

7.93 I
95 I

753.00 I
6.86 I

5.10 I
39 I

199.00 I
4.91 1

IIi
2 I 5.64 I

1 69 I

I 389.00 I
5.23 I

3 I 5.75 I
40 I

I 230.00 I
2.88 I

COLUMN TOTAL

7.69 I
13 I

100.00 I
7.97 I

7.28 I
32 I

233.00 I
6.33 I

4.41 I
61 I

269.00 I
2.57 I

5.65 7.55 5.68
130 166 106

734.00 1253.00 602.00
4.45 6.65 5.01

ROW
TOTAL

7.82
66

516.00
6.70

7.02
196

1375.00
6.30

4.99
140

698.00
3.48

6.44
402

2589.00
5.65

* * * * *
VARIABLE AVERAGED...

* *
PREJ08

* * * * * * * *
YEARS WITH PRESENT EMPLOYER

*

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

DEGREE
MEAN I

COUNT I BA BS+ MASTERS PH.D + ROW
SUM I TOTAL

STD DEV I 1 I 2 I 3 I

GROUP
1 I 2.53 I 4.57 I 2.50 I 3.38.

PREDIG 19 I 21 I 10 I 50
I 48.00 I 96.00 I 25.00 I 169.00
1 2.46 I 4.59 I 1.84 I 3.53

I -
2 I 2.69 I 3.15 I 2.00 I 2.79

DIG 67 I 88 I 31 I 186
I 180.00 I 277.00 I 62.00 I 519.00

2.33 I 3.65 I 1.69 I 2.97
...OMOwalmemal. I

3 I 3.36 I 2.59 I 2.46 I 2.75
CONTROL 39 I 39 I 59 I 137

I 131.00 I 101.00 I 145.00 I 377.00
2.57 I 1.89 I 1.62 I 2.03

COLUMN TOTAL 2.87 3.20 2.32 2.86
125 148 100 373

359.00 474.00 232.00 1065.00
2.43 3.47 1.66 2.76
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *-* * *11* * * * * * * *
VARIABLE AVERAGED... ANNINCOM GROSS ANNUAL INCOME
* * * * * * * * * * * Is * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

DEGREE
MEAN 1

COuNT I BA BS* MASTERS PH.D *
SUM I *

STO KV 1 1 I 2 I 3 I

GROUP -------/________-_1---_______/__ --I
I 15650.00 I
I 12 I

1187800.00 I
I 12680.66 I
I -1
I 20346.55 I
I 29 I

1590050.00 I
1 9460.69 I

I 28795.08 I
I 61 I

1704450.00 1692350.00 1********* I
I 9042.29 I 7595.90 I 12517.78 I

-1
COLUMN TOTAL 16296.48 16752.98 24846.57

128 156 102
2085950.00 2613465.00 2534350.00 7

10383.83 8031.30 12676.41

1 I 9033.00 I 12800.00
PRED1G 1 24 I 25

1180660.00 1320000.00
I 5125.26 I 5575.24

-1 1

2 I 17659.41 I 17594;67
DIG 1 68 I 91

1********* 1*********
1 11449.64 I 8520.63
1

3 1 17611.25 I 17308.75
CONTROL 1 40 I 40

ROW
TOTAL

12078.24
57

688460.00
7752.27

18042.58
188

*********
9812.61

22363.83
141

*********
11729.44

18740.32
386

233765.00
10823.86

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 5 * * * * * * * * * * * *
VARIABLE AVERAGED... OCCSTAT OCCUPATIONAL STATUS SCORE
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

GROUP

PREDIG

DIG

CONTROL

DEGREE
MEAN I

COUNT I BA BS* MASTERS PH.D *
SUM I *

STD DEv 1 1 I 2 I 3 I

I I I I
.

ROW
TOTAL

1 1 76.55 1 82.30 1 86.73 I
1 22 I 30 I 15 I

I 1684.00 I 2469.00 I 1301.00 1
1 15.62 I 9.35 I 6.98 I

-I I I I

2 I

I

I
I
I

3 I
1

1

I
I

COLUMN TOTAL

86.43 I 90.19 I 93.71 I
65 I 94 I 31 I

5618.00 I 8478.00 I 2905.00 I
11.48 I 7.37 I 6.10 I

I -I I

83.43 I 87.95 I 96.76 I
37 I 41 I 59 I

3087.00 1 3606.00 1 5709.00 1
13.26 I 6.77 I 5.29 I

I I I

83.78 88.20 94.43
124 165 105

10389.00 14553.00 9915.00
13.22 8.13 6.69

50 5 6

81.40
67

5454.00
11.88

89.48
190

17C01.00
9.15

90.53
137

12402.00
10.22

88.47
394

34857.00
10.52



* S * * S * * * * * * * * * * * *
VARIABLE AVER/Mal... SUI SKILL UTILIZATION INDEX
* * * * * * * * *

GROUP

PREDIG

DIG

CONTROL

DEGREE
MEAN I

COUNT I BA BS+ MASTERS PH.D
SUM I

STD DEV 1 1 I 2 I 3 I
.1 /.1111 11111 .11111II

0.47 I 0.55 I 0.47 I
24 I 34 I 13 I

11.29 I 18.74 I 6.12 I
0.20 I 0.20 I 0.29 I

IOW1MB GM...a M...111 MID 01.11. MID=1
2 1 0.64 I 0.66 1 0.68 I

I 70 I 95 I 31 I

I 44.79 I 63.07 I 21.14 I
I 0.20 I 0.16 I 0.16 I
-I--

3 1 0.68 1 0.66 I 0.75 I
I 43 I 41 I 59 I

I 29.38 1 27.17 I 44.00 I
I 0.16 I 0.18 I 0.14 I

...M..I IMnew.-.../
COLUMN TOTAL 0.62 0.64 0.69

137 170 103
85.45 108.98 71.26
0.20 0.18 0.19

ROW
TOTAL

0.51
71

36.14
0.22

0.66
196

129.00
0.18

0.70
143

100.55
0.16

0.65
410

265.69
0.19

* * * * * S * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * S * * * * *
VARIABLE AVERAGED... ABU SATISFACTION WITH ABILITY UTILI1
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * I

GROuP

PREDIG

DIG

CONTROL

DEGREE
MEAN 1

COUNT I BA BS+
SUM 1

STD DEv 1 I01111. I

1 I 9.08 I
24 I

I 218.00 I
1 4.80 I

2 I 14.34 I
1 61 1

I 875.00 I
1 5.80 I

1

3 1 15.32 I
40 I

I 613.00 I
5.79 1

13.65
125

1706.00
6.02

COLUMN TOTAL

5

MASTERS

2 I

10.89 I
36 I

392.00 I
6.14 I

16.02 I
89 I

1426.00 I
5.78 1

15.68 I
41 1

643.00 I
5.35 I

14.83
166

2461.00
6.09

PH.D * ROW
TOTAL

3 I

11.21 I 10.36
14 I 74

157.00 1 767.00
7.03 I 5.91

16.90 I 15.60
30 I 180

507.00 I 2808.00
6.75 I 6.00

18.76 I 16.77
51 I 132

957.00 I 2213.00
4.21 I 5.30

17.06 14.99
95 386

1621.00 5788.00
6.08 6.18



* * * * * * * * * 0 * * * * * * 0 * * 0.* * *
VARIABLE AVERAGED... INT INTRINSIC JOB SATISFACTION
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

GROUP

FREDIG

DIG

CONTROL

DEGREE
MEAN

COUNT I BA 8S+ MASTERS PH:0 +
SUM I

STD DEV I 1 I 2 I 3 I

12.20 I
24 I

292.73 I
3.43 I

12.90 I
36 I

464.27
4.79 I

13.02 I
13 I

169.27 I
5.35 I

OM I ....1.....=0.1.1 111 MINOMBIOMN=WMNIN I IDI

ROW
TOTAL

12.69
73

926.27
4.45

2 1 15.10 I 16.51 I 16.37 I 16.00
1 57 I 82 I 24 I 163
I 860.82 I 1353.82 1 392.82 I 2607.45

3.96 I 3.39 I 3.81 I 3.70
eis. ....4 amm.I

3 I 15.97 I 16.23 I 17.61 I 16.64
37 I 41 I 43 I 121

I 591.60 I 665.27 I 757.09 ! 2013.36
3.47 I 3.24 I 2.94 I 3.26

Imom. We I 1 OW.. 01.1.NOWIN,1

COLUMN TOTAL 14.78 15.62 16.49 15.54
118 159 80 357

1744.54 .2483.36 1319.18 5547.09
3.92 3.98 3.98 4.00

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
VARIABLE AVERAGED... GENSAT GENERAL JOB SATISFACTION
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

GROUP

PREDIG

DIG

CONTROL

DEGREE
MEAN I

COUNT I BA BS+
SUM I

STD DEV I 1 I
41110.1111011. 1

MASTERS PH.D +

2 I 3 II I
1 1 24.84 1 24.17 I

24 I 36 I

I 596.17 I 870.05 I
5.74 I 7.90 I

2 I 29.53 I
1 52 I

I 1535.82 I
7.12 I

3 I 31.23 I
35 I

I 1092.89 I
6.50 I

COLUMN TOTAL 29.05
111

3224.88
7.00

31.19 I
75 I

2339.11 I
5.98 I

30.96 I
38 I

1176.58 I
6.30 I

29.43
149

4385.73
7.18

52 58

23.56 I
13 I

306.27 I

32.97 I
41 I

1351.59 I
5.17 I

30.78
77

2370.29
7.06

ROW
TOTAL

24.28
73

1772.49
7.24 I 7.06

30.98 I 30.58
23 I 150

712.43 I 4587.36
7.44 I 6.63

31.76
114

3621.05
6.00

29.62
337

9980.90
7.10



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * al * 411 41 * *
VARIABLE AVERAGED... AGE AGE OF RESPONDENTS
is si is * io * * * e is * *

GROUP

PREDIG

DIG

CONTROL

AREA
MEAN I

COUNT I PROF PRE VOC SPEC PHYS SCI ACADEMIC
SUM I P

STD OEV I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 IOfs/.11.111 IIMM14110I1110.IIOMMMI
1 I 34.00 I 37.86 I 32.80 I 32.57 I

3 I 7 I 5 I 60 I
I 102.00 I 265.00 I 164.00 I 1954.00 I

7.21 I 11.45 I 5.91 I 8.51 I
am I41111 11111 ~/DI

2 1 30.86 I 33.08 I 35.27 I 32.46 I
14 I 39 I 11 I 134 I

I 432.00 I 1290.00 I 388.00 I 4350.00 I
2.48 I 8.54 I 10.71 I 7.16 I

avo 1 01.1111.110 1011114 aINENSOGIellIMOD 41IMINVIMMINIMPI11 illINDO411111411.11111N

3 1 30.77 I 30.27 I 30.80 I 29.50 I
I 60 I 26 I 10 I 46, I
I 1846.00 I 787.00 I 308.00 I 1357.00 I
I 2.17 I 2.92 I 3.65 I 4.52 I

11.111.14 IIIMININIIMIONII1141041011MININNIOSIMPUINNINM.1
COLUMN TOTAL 30.91 32.53 33.08 31.92

77 72 26 240
2380.00 2342.00 860.00 7661.00

2.54 7.61 7.76 7.19

RON
TOTAL

33.13
75

2485.00
8.60

32.63
198

6460.00
7.45

30.27
142

4298.00
3.34

31.91
415

13243.00
6.70

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *VARIABLE AVERAGED... YRGRAD YEARS SINCE HIGHEST DEGREE* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

GROUP

PREDIG

DIG

CONTROL

AREA
MEAN I

COUNT I PROF PRE VOC SPEC PHYS SCI ACADEMIC
SUM I P

STD DEV I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 IqaMI=4 .44
1 1 3.00 I 5.57 I 1.40 I 4.15 I

I 3 I 7 I 5 / 60 I
1 9.00 I 39.00 I 7.00 I 249.00 I
1 3.61 I 5.26 I 1.14 I 7.31 I1

2 I 3.00 I 6.36 1 9.91 I 5.96 1
I 14 I 39 I 11 I 132 1
I 42.00 I 248.00 I 109.00 I 787.00 I
1 2.32 I 6.53 I 6.79 I 5.07 Iimb.r4moem.10.-.1...rwammI

3 I 4.53 I
1 59 I

I 267.00 I
2.34 I

-1
4.18
76

318.00
2.44

COLUMN TOTAL

4.24 I 7.10 I 5.56 I
25 I 10 I 45 I

106.00 I 71.00 I 250.00
3.24 I 3.31 I 3.17 I.1111111.1111 I
5.54 7.19 5.43
71 26 237

393.00 187.00 1286.00
5.49 5.71 5.48

59

53

RON
TOTAL

4.05
75

304.00
6.79

6.05
196

1186.00
5.46

4.99
139

694.00
2.95

5.33
410

2184.00
5.10



* * * * 0 * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0 * 411 * * * * * * * * *
VARIABLE AVERAGED... WORK FORC NO OF YEARS IN THE WORKFORCE
* * * 0 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

GROUP

PR EDIG

DIG

CONTROL

AREA
MEAN I

COUNT i PROF PRE VOC SPEC NYS SCI ACADEMIC ROW
SUM I P TOTAL

STD DEW I 1 1 2 I 3 I 4 II.1 11 I
1 I 3.33 I 11.00 I 3.75 I 7.94 I 7.80

I 3 I 7 I 4 I SI I 65
I 10.00 I 77.00 I 15.00 I 405.00 I 507.00
I 3.21 I 4.04 I 3.40 I 7.16 I 6.75

- I .............1......./......../ ................/

2 I 3.79 I 8.97 I 4.36 I 7.08 I 7.06
I 14 I 30 I 11 I 131 I 194
I 53.00 I 341.00 I 48.00 I 927.00 I 1369.00
I 3.87 I 7.37 I 4.27 I 6.17 I 6.32

-1..........1....... I INMINIMOINININIMINNIMI

3 1 4.44 I 5.08 I 6.44 I 5.37 I 4.119
1 59 I 26 I 9 I 43 1 137
I 262.00 I 132.00 I seam I 231.00 I 683.00
I 2.61 I 3.20 I 3.21 I 4.60 I 3.50

-1............1.......I......./ .........../
COLUMN TOTAL 4.28 7.75 5.04 6.95 6.46

76 71 24 225 396
325.00 550.00 121.00 1563.00 2559.00
2.87 6.19 3.78 6.18 5.69

* S * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *' * * * * * * * * * * * S * * *
VARIABLE AVERAGED... PR EJOB YEARS WITH PRESENT EMPLOYER
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

GROUP

PRE DIG

DIG

CONTROL

AREA
MEAN I

COUNT 1 PROF PRE VOC SPEC PHYS SC1 ACADEMIC
SUM I la

STODEVI 1 1 2 1 3 I 4 I
maabIll IMew M 4.mm...um I 1MINNIENI1111.11I

1 1 1.33 1 6.80 I 1.50 I 3.14 I
I 3 / 5 / 4 / 37 I
I 4.00 I 34.00 I 6.00 I 116.00 I
I 0.58 1 5.81 I 0.58 1 3.15 1

ow1 I01IN.111011 .411I

2 I 1.79 I 4.17 I
1 14 1 36 1

I 25.00 I 150.00
1.25 I 4.83

aro1.0101.114
3 I 2.44 2.77

1 57 I 26
1 139.00 1 72.00

1.64 I 2.29

1.45 I 2.63 1
11 1 123

16.00 I 324.00
0.52 I 2.38 1

4.89 I 2.74
9 1 42 I

44.00 I 115.00
3.02 1 1.96

1 I . p.m.. talwal4 moor.....no...I
COLUMN TOTAL 2.27 3.82 2.75 2.75

74 67 24 202
168.00 256.00 66.00 555.00
1.56 4.19 2.49 2.46

ROM
TOTAL

3.27
49

160.00
3.47

2.80
184

515.00
2.99

2.76
134

370.00
2.05

2.85
367

1045.00
2.76



* 0 * * * * * * 0 * 41 0 * * * * 10 *

VAR1A1LE AVERAGEO. ANNINCOM GROSS ANNUAL INCOME
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

AREA
MEAN I

COUNT I PROF PRE VOC SPEC PHYS SCI ACADEMIC RON
SUM I P TOTAL

STO DEV I 1 I 2 I 3 I , 4 I
GROUP

I 2100040 I 16840.00 I 12375.00 I 10928.00 I 12078.24
PREDIG 1 3 I 5 I 4 I 45 I 57

I 63000.00 1 84200.00 I 49500.00 1491760.00 1688460000
I 21633.30 I 4327.58 I 6289.87 I 6438.20 I 7752.27

2 I 23558.33 I 21378.78 I 18409.09 I 16526.11 I 18056.48
O1 1 12 I 37 I 11 I 126 I 186

1282700.00 1791015.00 1202500.00 I********* I*********
1 8603.64 I 11897.08 I 8505.34 1 9062.01 I 9854.681III I

3 I 29567.79 I 18980.77 I 22000.00 I 14611.36 I 22310.87
CONTROL 1 59 I 26 I IP I 44 I 138

1********* 1493500.00 1198000.00 1642900.00 IWMPOWASSIO
I 11969.23 I 6062.08 I 10135.45 I 7875.25 I 11721.07

COLUMN TOTAL 28245.95 20128.16 18750.00 14962.55 18703.05
74 68 24 215 381

290200.04 1368715.00 450000.00 3216950.00 7125865.00
12040. 89 9646 .94 9378.51 8592.98 10825.03

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

VARIABLE AVERAGED... OCCSTAT OCCUPATIONAL STATUS SCORE
* * * * * * * * * * * 0 * * *

GROUP

PREDIG

DIG

CONTROL

AREA
MEAN I

COUNT I PROF PRE VOC SPEC PHYS SCI ACADEMIC RON
SUM I P TOTAL

STD °EV I I I 2 I 3 I 4 I1I I1I I
1 I 88.04 I 82.17 I 88.40 I 80.29 I

I 3 I 6 I 5 I 52 I

I 264.00 I 493.00 I 442.00 I 4175.00 I
I 12.12 I 16.39 I 8.35 I 11.67 II 1'MMOMMODMII

2 I 96023 I 90.00 I 93.33 I 88.52 I
I 13 I 37 I 9 I 129 I

I 1251.00 I 3330.00 I 840.00 I 11419.00 I
I 5.12 I 9.49 I 5.36 I 9.25 I

..........

3 I 97.51 I 89.62 I 88.38 I 81 .59 I

59 I 26 I 8 I 41 I

I 5753. 00 I 2330.00 I 707.00 I 3345.00 I
4.38 I 4.57 I 7.60 I 12.17 I1I III

COLUMN TOTAL 96.91 89.17 90.41 85.31
75 69 22 222

7268.00 6153.00 1989.00 18939.00
5.18 8.94 7.05 11.06

55

61

81.42
66

5374.00
11.97

89.57
188

16840.00
9.13

90.56
134

12135.00
10.32

88.53
388

34349.00
10.56



* * 0 * 0 * * $ * 0 $ * 0 * $ * 0 * * * * 0 * * 0 0 *
VARIABLE AVERAGED... SUL SKILL UTILIZATION INDEX* 0 * * * * * * * 0 $ 0 * * 0 * 0 * * 0 * * *

GROUP

AREA
MEAN I

COUNT I PROF PRE VOC SPEC POVIS SCI ACADEMIC ROW
SUM I P TOTAL

STO OE V I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I
11.4N IIWINIO 1111MMIIIIMM111.04 114111MIIGIMSONMOPIN4MININVIDIIMININIIIMINIMID

1 I 0.38 I 0.54 I 0.53 I 0.51 I 0.51
PREO1G 1 3 I 5 I 4 I St 1 70

I 1.14 I 2.71 I 242 I 29.40 I 35.38
1 0.29 I 0.31 I 0.28 I 0.21 I 0.22GP GolLiON411. GOMM I NOMIlbd11014111141814/014 =nreMbel

2 1 0.65 I 0.70 I 0.65 I 0.64 I 0.66
DIG I 14 I 39 I 11 I 130 I 194

1 9.1: / 27.33 1 7.19 I 83.67 I 127.31
I 0.14 / 0.16 I 0.14 1 0.18 I 0.18
.1........i.....i........I ....../

3 I 0.75 I 0.67 I 0.67 I 0.67 I WO
CONTROL I 58 I 26 I 10 I 46 I 140

1 43.62 I 17.45 I 6.67 I 30.67 I 91.40
I 0.14 I 0.12 I 0.13 I 0.20 I 0.16

41.1 IIDMIDM 111.111.1111411.11D 11111411111111 I
COLUMN TOTAL 0.72 0.68 0.64 0.61 045

75 70 25 234 404
53.88 47.50 15.98 143.74 261.10
0.16 0.17 0.17 0.20 0.19

O t * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
VARIABLE AVERAGED... ABU SATISFACTION MIDI ABILITY UTILIZATION
* t * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

GROUP

PRED1G

DI G

CONTROL

AREA
MEAN 1

COUNT 1 PROF PRE VOC SPEC MYS SCI ACADEMIC ROW
SUM I P TOTAL

STD DE I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 Ieill111M-MM11 1111 MINm1 411 I
1 I 8.50 I 8.00 I 14.00 I 10.40 I 10.36

I 2 I 7 I 5 I 60 I 74
I MOO I 56.00 I 70.00 I 624.00 I 767.00
I 0.71 I 5.00 I 8.60 I 5.81 I 5.91, /

2 I 19.17 I 15.53 I 18.22 I 14.98 I 15.54
I 12 I 36 1 9 I 121 I 178
1 230.00 I MAO I 164.00 I 1813.00 I 2766.00
I 5.92 I 5.39 I 7.01 I 6. 00 1 6.0e
I...swans 01.1.11111 mommaiNwirimons.411 511.5 I

3 I 18.76 I 15.96 1 18.11 I 14.49 I 16.68
50 I 25 I 9 I 45 I 129

I 938.00 I 399.00 I 163.00 I 652.00 I 2152.00
3.87 1 5.00 I 5.33 I 6.03 I 5.32mi. ammimm+WINOI.E.1d.1

COLUMN TOT AL 18.52 14.91 17.26 13.67 14.92
64 68 23 226 381

1185.00 1014.00 397.00 3089.00 5685.00
4.59 5.65 6.69 6.25 6.19



* * * * ir* *
VARIABLE AVERAGED... INT INTRINSIC JOS SATISFACTION* * *

61101)P

PREOIG

UIC

CONTROL

AREA
MEAN I

COUNT I PROF PRE VOC SPEC PINTS SCI ACADEMIC RON
SON I P TOTALSTD OEV I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I

1

2

I

1
11.82 I

2 I
I 23.64 I

0.26 I

1 17.09 I
I 11 I
1 181.00 I
1 3.68 I

12.14 I 14.13 I 12.66 I 12.69
7 I 5 I 59 I 73

85.00 I 70.64 I 747.00 I 926.27
3.97 I 6.12 I 4.48 I 4.45

16.23 1 17.03 I 15.66 I 15.95
35 I 8 I 107 I 161

568.18 I 136.27 I 1675.18 I 2567.64
3.08 I 4.64 I 3.81 I 3.69

.1..........1..........1.........1........../
3 I 17.59 I 16.35 I 17.44 I 15.56 I 16.61

1 44 I 23 I 9 2 42 I 11$
I 774.00 I 376.00 I 157.00 I 653.55 I 1960.54
I 2.83 I 2.96 I 2.42 I 3.80 I 3.30...1.............111I

COLUMN TOTAL 17.29 15.03 16.54 14.79 15.50
57 65 22 20$ 352

985.64 1029.18 363.91 3075.73 5454.45
3.11 3.35 4.29 4.21 4.01

* 0 * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
VARIAILE AVERAGED... GMAT GENERAL JOB SATISFACTION
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

GROUP

PREDIG

AREA
MEAN I
COUNT 1 PROF PRE VOC SPEC POWS SCI ACADEMIC ROW

SUM I P TOTAL
STD OEV I 1 1 2 I 3 I 4 I...................."...mwerarrwimr4mmormalmqmorm....4+1

1 1 25.32 I 23.76 I 26.66 I 24.11 I
2 I 7 I 5 I 59 I

1 50.64 I 166.33 I 133.30 I 1422.22 I
0.02 I 7.23 I 9.95 I 7.00 I..141M.111.111411~0,111

2 I 32.37 I 30.04 I 33.74 I 30.22 IDIG I 11 I 33 I 7 I 97 I
I 356.11 I 991.46 I 236.21 I 2931.42 I
1 7.23 I 5.18 I 8.18 I 6.89 I

CONTROL

1IMiMMIIONWIMiI
3 1 33.20 I 30.42 I 33.99 I 30.35 I

42 I 22 I 9 I 39 I
I 194.41 I 669.26 I 305.89 I 1183.63 I
1 4.87 I 6.81 I 5.94 I 6.44 I1IiidlOW1I0114

COLUMN TOTAL 32.75 29.47 32.16 28.40
55 62 21 195

1801.16 1827.06 675.40 5537.27
5.47 6.28 8.00 7.37

63 57

24.28
73

1772.49
7.06

30.51 ,)
148

4513.21
6.63

31.72
112

3553.19
6.04

29.55
333

9840.89
7.11



MOP 1 660101 44 1 (MM.41G)
WAN 2 6401. 16 2 (f467610)

04061 404414 61446646
UP 00S 141414 0661101011

11640646
16404

POMP MA411041 11114411 31134101 VA4141110 0114111

P 201611 V 6164116 OP 2014111. V 6114111 OP 1.4411,
VAlU6 P4440. 40 YAW 041160411 P4011. 1,1401 P4110201 P406.1

41141011144 41101S ANNUAL 114:661
.11..11,21 ma* aommaw..........mmemeommOEM OPMEMNIMINI0011110.1.0711110510

64110P 1 0 116764622 77$246) 1616.666
1660 6406 06.21 26) 66616 6.71 116666 IAN

11101114 2 164 14146207411 tell.sof 711.642

MEN....11=1..M.YMMOIMM11....OMM.MDMIIMOOMMO
WOMR,UOIC 440 OP 71641 111161 11646064C1

640U0 1 66 7.6112 6.666 $.626 01

1.1) 6.1116 606 266 640 6.6S 06,0 640GAWP 2 494 7.6133 6.166 6.006

OrMIMMON
1046444 V1*4) 611* pat1141 tolVtafta 4

ANNOY '11......
1,4440, I 14 11.3666 3.623 6.166

1.41 4.146 1.10 234 6214 1.4141 64.70 41.2413
iltuu 2 16* 2.7401 2.00 6.214.MM WaNIMIM.41

(*cif*, CACV0411114.41. 114161 SCORE
610U0 1 67 61.4436 11.674 1.451

1.66 6467 34.76 21$ 6.606 04.116 05.65 4.64644Mo 2 144 61.470 6.166 sow.

*SE *64 0 4111,6N0/61S
=...MMIMIIMM.MMI.MID...111110M.MA.MIMNIMMI.O.

660U 1 76 31.2166 6.572 .1163
1.11 6.122 6.66 274 MO 6.57 126.27 600WA* 2 2(4 22.54011 7.422 41021

iloall!.11.0
146114b. 1,114) 41141 $146611 011016

Mill
(.44uP 1 23 4.6311 6.766 6.744

1.54 6.617 2.51 271 6.013 '4.27 111.66 6425
(.*tar 2 104 6.4464 SA,/ 6.366....

spiceiric IN*4) SAVE WS
MA. ...wINIMiorms.

6ROUP 1 6 6.6 41.6 6.6
0.6 1.666 S 2142 161 6.146 21.12 163.66 6.40

Gligue 2 164 4.1522 2.667 6.11011mil
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woo a ow. 15 1 opm-bEca
SNOOP 2 110011P la a (101741I0

1

POOLED VARIANCE 101401 11 WARM VARIANCE IMAMVARIAN! Au4011% STAMOARS $TAMM** 141111. 7 SISTIIIS OP 11AIL 7 11144111$ OP 1TAILOf TAMS MAN 01111171011 ARSON VALUI S. SALIM MUNN PASS. Save tolisom P.MMIMISOMOMmOIMMENINIOMIMOMOOMMIDMINOMMIIMMFM.110aMM=$OS 642L6 WM12611011 INOtlt
MOW I 11 04551 S.220 8.1116 :

1.57 0.1117 4.72 1411 .1140 11.111 1114.011 &SOO4111.110 2 IN 0.41112 0.1711 S.

Voi/1.110,0.0.1M1NOMOINIIMINIMoW AMIIMMYASO SATISFACTION 1111N AS11171 1411.11A1I55
SAO* 1 14 10.14411 SAGO 0.647

1.101 SASS .0.171 I52 SASS 01140 117.1111 0.000
1101 2 1110 MAW. SONO 8.441

40.1111111.41.0=011011,101MONI.MIIIMMIMININOMINIMPOONI .M.MIN....bus simarimmos WI$14166116012
clew 1 74,

N 1412.7141

5.1111 CAST
41114.10 2 lift 17.11110 4.1107 0.1111

1.42 11.442 .4.11 1113 S. .4.44 111.00 SAM

ACT SATISFACTION 5115 WORK At116211,
64606 1 74 I2.111111 5.264 0.614

1.16 6076 64.94 1St SASS .4.11 121147 SASSGAWP 2 166 11.633i 4.145 A.Sit
11

..morre......womalwaeomowroor.SW $611114C1Itan wits autamtc51is1 Comedown .wooma.wa.mw...wMINEMED
1*1M, 1 74 04010 4.312 00401

1.03 11.1104 7.02 2411 5.11411 ...1.111 1163.52 4440GROUP 2 176 134602 S.040 06440-

AWN !=1.
SATISFACTION NIIN AUTV0111111

CAMP 1 74 11.0430 4.402 0.335
1.113 0.013 3.00 247 MOO 3.0I 1311.15 0.0066554 2 115 14.4514 4.443 5.352

CUNPIP SATISFACTION 111111 CONPAN0 POLICY
6ROWP 1 14 9.104 3.130 0.43S

1.41 0.622 3. 3 240 S. ..4.22 122.11 0.000GAWP 2 170 12.2704 4.237 0.312
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MOO 1 SIOSP IS
MOOS MVO t66

1 (1111.111C)

(1101241C)

0 SOOSIS VARIANCE ($7111471 $114141111 VASIAMCS ISIINIII
o'

IASI WI WOOLS OWOSSO $11406SS 0% 2.14111. I SIMMS Of 214111, 10 I SIMI& OS 211111.Of CAM 111466 biSSATION WW1 SW* MOS. VAIN MUM 041016 yam MINN PAO.411.0=114.111111.
(000111 $411SIAC1IUM 661114 CaM1416%&1104

.11MIIIMIMPIMINPOMMEMOMIONIGI.NOMMINII11MMWOWINOONIMIONOMMIN
641160 1 44 110211/ 4.,$11 OARS

1414 Oran 4.31 247 '1.01 2.111 1$1.02 MOS4$040 4 11$ 12.1121 MAO 0.4)4

.40.110MNO111.41.11111Me MOMIIMOMPODINMONIAIMOONSHIIIIIMIMMIIMINDEMOMONNIOINIIMb
COMO $471$114411066 MUM CUM41114114

saws 1 ash 16.1116

64610 2 140 14.3413

162S1

2454

MSS
0.10$

1.1$ WM .s.s. ass OJAI .4.27 1004114 MIS

1661411 $41111416.111210

64000 1 VS

41110 2 Igo

111166 411141161111

12.0500

14.11221

16004

SAS)

41.4412

5.144

.._apn-
141$ 0.220 4.24

.

2$2 SAM 4.81 11$.114 frusasNomoNam......... eram ame...~.
1641 /MS11443144 106010306404( 66

GAWP 74 13.104 S.S1S S.1641

1.0 1.111 ).1111 1S1 OAKS 242 111.112csou: a 111 14.4141 4.441 1.132

MMOalbORDM.MM.M...41........11NOONS=000.O=OM.O.NWIMMWON~NWAAL SatlatACIIUM Ms WAAL YAWLS
6411UP 1 74 14.4054 1.114 0.451

1.111 41,117 2.64 24$ 0.042 10141 114.42 0401444112100 2 173 12.4821 4.141 0.316wmrww.vm.............wwrmmo.....1.
Oitoc SoIlSloCillAN 111114 MICO6*111616

61400 1 14 12.213S 1.431 5.417
1.2) 1.14$ 4.10 &SS SASS 1.112 121.44 64466*14W 2 Isi 15.1517 MS/ 0.3741ft.m..aMIMMM....0SW $411S1AC11006 411811 SISOOMS1S11.1111 66 a

4414/10 1 14 13.0,44 1.244 1.4SS
141 14211 '4.14 2$0 0.060 4.11$ 124.14 11.1106GAWP 2 1711 144449 4.7411 0452
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Gm. .1~
WOO I 611111.

40
10

14MMD446)
alost4

400460061114644 16110614 11 64P416/4 4461111444 iblINATO
'

040166411 WWI $1466466 $7440440 24416 7 6664116 OP 2.7111 1 0166116 OP 2041100 CAMS 044N 0441411011 04404 06600 0406. V41111 P6116011 P51. 116406 MOOR P000,IIMINNOMPORIMINNIMOMetWOINIMM.~1...mWMOMMNIBOOINI.IN.111OMIIMINNIMINOWNIMWOMV .../ONNOMMOMIDoUI 46111$411t111014 11Iu 41446114
60004 1 16 10.6614 MOS CO)

1616 111.40 °S.16 1411 16640 .1 11001 1400MOP 2 116 14.9630 6446 6.416

.........................~0MINOMIMIPIMMISMNEND01011411111111110.41M111111PONNINIMIIIMINM111.
6114 WIPAk1INI 1170 101144 6666106

640o, 1 16 14.6466 4.1114 0.661
1.46 4.1114 11606 Ill 0.4411 161141 114641 *A14WNW a 110 1661116 16066 6.67411MOM=110..1.0..01ft

46111 1414114415014 44114 10C141. 5147111
660UP 1 72 16.17*7 5.194 6.419

1.44 6.614 .4.1111 250 0.060 .0.64 100,60 0.000
644110 11V 14.4444 SASS 476

MIMINIMMIL

soft"
v...............=enwftwomN
S4110441164 61114 W0144111104 $00141641

66040 1 V 11.1611 56621 6.404
1.46 66662 .4616 151 COM 04.12 144.00 .060GAWP 2 111 114.1461 5.414 6.414 :

...-....---.......-------........................................-....k---....--.....-..........
SuPVICA SaTIDAMON 611s 164144411611 110461Cht

ilkoof 1, '14 1141*4 !ASV 4.1646 0
of 1.10 O.00S

6641,10 2 1/11 1561626 5.671 46361
4.66 241 66066 .4.60 126.06 6.061

01MIINIII.M=1.11111MAIIMIOMM11110111.1111111111.11.1M
VIA SiaiiAtfum 41101 444111, Of WORK OVIUS

GAWP 1 74 11.51,11 1.344 4.421
11.35 111.1131 .4641 2112 66606 06661 11961 6.66066400 2 160 14.2361 4.4515 I. 6

momom waguActiose eau alomme complumme
maw 1 14 11.5611 5.194 6.466

1.17 41.461 .4646 MIS 66600 3667 126.411 SAN46400 2 161 19.204624 Mike 6.364
*NIIMIMIINIMN.A
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4400 1 4400 44 1(41041C)
440411 2 0100 44

NOM 10111041 10114011 40441112 4410040 matt

vammect 444014 41440440 41448440 P 2404 I mutts et tstAtt t mutts et buttet was WAM ogysAllims mom VW* MS. fil 444,116 I441104 P104. mut imateem P408.
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44410 1 14 1101440 46444 0.411
1.41 .00 4.14 284 14440 .4.10 114.44 4400

44449 2 04 064044 4.04 0.140MMil.INMEMIONMENNIM
1*1 44141411C JOS 0411041104

0440 1 14 0.1615 1.1011 11.687
1.14 46444 4.44 141 0.400 .46.11 01.44 4.0
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T YEST
SNOOP 1 - CROUP EC 2 (TOST-OIC)
MOP 2 - GROUP E.) 3 (N3I-D1G)

VANIAOLE NuM0EA STANDARD
OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION

STANDARD
ERROR

F 2-TAIL
YALU* PA08.

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE

T DECREES OF 2-TAIL 1 DECREES OF 2-TAILVALUE FREEDON FROS. VALUE FREE0amANNIKum GROSS ANNUAL INComt
Om, 1 lea 14042.5711 9012.387 715.642

1.43 0.023 -3.63 327 0;000 -3.54 269.00 0.000
4m1u, 2 141 22363.1201 11729.463 907.765

MORRFORC NO uF YEARS IN THE woRKFOACE
4ROUP I 196 7.0153 6.300 0.450

3.2* 0.000 3.44 334 0.001 3.78 316.11 0.000
CROW 2 140 49E57 3.477 0.294

PRE.100 ytARS Nils PRESENT EMPLOYER
4A0up 1 166 2.7943 2.175 0.210

2.15 0.000 0.13 321 0.096 0.14 319.24 0.040
CROW 2 117 2.751e 2.020 0.173

141.31A1 OttuPA11uNA1 SiATus sGOWE
GROUP 1 190 54.470, 4.148 0.664

1.25 0.158 -0.97 325 0.332 -0.95 272.96 0.341
GmOuP 2 137 PO.52S5 10.221 0.873

AG& AGE OF RESPONOWS
.cmOur i 403 '42.5600 7.432 0.525

5.03 0.000 3.47 343 0.001 3.66 292.63
GROUP 2 145 30.25*6 3.312 0.275

YAGRAu YEARS SINLE HIGHEST 010MEE
GAOUP 1 11,4 6.0444 5.437 0.386

3.44 0.000 240 337 0.037 2.30 316.40 0.022
&Rau. 2 141 4.6858 2.130 0.247

SSAGEDIG YEARS SOU 01G
UAW, 1 184 4.1522 2.667 0.147

0.0 1.000 21.12 183 0.000 21.12 183.00 0.000
GROUP 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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T TEST
CADuP 1 - GROUP 10 2 (mmm-oto
vivo, 2 - CROUP ED 3 0400-0t0

VARIAOL2 Numbtli STANDARD STANDARU
OF LAStS NAAR OlvIAI/ON !ARON

F 2-TAIL
VALUE PROS.

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE

T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 1 DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE FREEDOM PROD. VALUE FREEDOM PROS.

SU1 SKILL UTILIZATION INOIX
GROUP I 190 0.4502 0.175 0.013

1.17 0.323 -2.41 337 0.017 -2.44 310.71 .015
CROUP 2 143 0.7031 0.142 0.014

AGO SATISFACTION WIN AOILITY UTILIZATION
Cakuur 1 Iku 15.4G00 5.990 0.447

1.20 0.132 -1.70 310 0.074 -1.01 291.42 0.071
GROUP 2 132 16.7631 5.294, 0.441

ACH SATISFACTION WIN ACN1EvENIAT
GRUU 1 161 17.G110 4.607 0.357

1.20 0.135 -4.03 311 0.404 -0.05 2,9.44 0.397
GROUP 2 132 17.4470 4.250 0.370

ACE SAIISFACTlun wITN *ORR ACTIVITY
Game 1 olio 17.6333 4.664 0.162

1.23 0.179 0.61 3011 0.344 4.62 2,4.23 0.53s
GROUP 2 130 17.3077 4.347 0.301 5

U SATISFACTION WITH 40VANCIMERT OPPORTUNIT
G40.0 1 176 13.5482 5.040 0.440

1.39 0.040 -2.02 304 0.045 -2.07 2,0.32 0.04G
6A0uP 2 130 14.0462 4.943 0.434

S

AuTH SATISFACTION WITH AUTHORITY
CROUP 1 175 14.4514 4.443 0.352

1.29 0.121 -2.34 303 0.020 -2.30 297.OS 0.010
GROuP 2 132 15.0439 4.100 0.357

CLAPP SATISFACTION WITH CONP4411 POLICY
GAWP I 174 12.2704 4.737 0.357

1.39 0.051 -1.32 303 0.107 -1.34 290.41 0.17.
441040. 2 129 12.9612 4.024 0.334



T-TEST
GROUP I - GROUP E0 2 (PoST-DIC)
MO, 2 - GROUP ED 3 (MCW-DIr)

VARIABLE *mean STANDARD
OF CASES MEAN OEVIATION

STANDARD
ERROR

P 2-TAIL
VALUE PRD0.

pOOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE

I DEGREES Of 2-TAIL I DEGREES OF 2 -TAILVALUE FEEEDOm PAM. VALUE FREEDOM P0011.COWEN SATISFACTION NIDE ComPENSATION
GADD, I 175 13.0229 5.745 0.434

1.20 0.133 -0.07 301 '0.305 -0.119 297.40 0.377
GAWP 2 132 14.3212 5.023 0.442

COW SATISFACTION WITH COwuR$ERS
1.ROUP I 140 16.31133 3.954 0295 I

1.04 0.104 -0.16 310 0.026 -0.16 229.31 0.377
GAWP 2 132 16.4545 4.031 0.351

CatAT SATISFACTIum WITH CREATIVITY
110uP 1 160 16.0222 54012 0.394

1.23 0.216 -0.211 300 0.701 -0.2$ 293.11 0.7711
GAWP 2 130 16.1046 4.767 0.410

Imp SATIIFACTION WIN INDEPENDENCE
IGAUuP I 170 16.4501 4.443 0.332

1.17 0.351 0.00 308 0.423 0.111 291.56 0.41$
GAWP 2 131 16.0611 4.113 0.359

NumAL SATISFACTIDN wITs mwRAL VALDES
GAWP I 173 17.6021 4.161 0.316

1.09 .595 -1.34 299 0.101 -1.35 28043 0.17$
CAUuP 2 120 11.3203 3970 0.352

**COG SATISFACTION WITH RECOGNITION
GAWP I 101 15.2597 5.007 0.370 .4,

1.32 0.093 0.36 311 0.719 s. 0.37 301.34 0.713
cam, 2 132 15.0604 4.429 0.305

RESP SATISFACTION wITH RESPONSIBILITY
(Auto 1 £16 16.5440 4.200 0.352

1.42 0.033 -0.63 3041 0.524 -0.65 303.35 0.517
GAWP 2 132 16.0636 3.940 0.341
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T -TEST
GROuP I - GROUP E0 2 (POST-DIG)
GAWP 2 - GROUP EO 3 DIO3-010

VAAIFOL1 hoM0fil SiANDARD STANDARO
uF CASiS MEAN DEVIATION ERROR

F 2-TAIL
VALUE PROS.

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE FREEDOM PROS.

SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE

T DEGREES OF 2-TA1L
VALUE FREEDOM PROS.

SEC SATISFACTION WITH SECURITY
GROUP 1 176 14.9830 5.548 0.418

1.20 0.275 -2.02 304 0.045 -2.04 290.65 0.042
GROUP 2 134 16.2344 5.066 0.444

SJC SATISFACTION WITH SOCIAL SERVICE
GROUP I 179 15.7318 5.006 0.374

1.16 0.342 -0.80 308 0.367 -0.91 291.33 0.361
tAtIol k 131 16.2346 4.642 0.404 5

SOCS1 :411SFACTI0N WITH SuCIAL STATUS
to,..y 1 179 14.0048 5.055 0.3711

1.30 0.111 -0.97 308 0.334 -0.99 298.11 0.325C%.0 2 131 15.1,85 4.430 0.387

SOProt ".,t1SFACTION WITH SUPERVISION HORAN OIL
0i. 4. 1 171 1...7441 5.414 0.414 5

010

1.32 0.103 -0.23 2911 0.817 -0.24 208.44 0.813
Cool.0. 2 127 14.9 055 4.718 0.419

5.01%4." ..ATISFACTION WITH SUPERVISION TECTINICAL
uk.p. I 175 15.1029 5.071 0.383

1.33 0.090 -.1.05 304 0.293 -1.08 297.32 0.283
Gl....P 2 131 15.6870 4.403 0.385

YEA SATISFAcTION WITH VARIETY OF vORR DUTIES
GWP1P 1 180 16.2389 4599 0.343

1.03 0.857 0.34 310 0.734 0.34 284.83 0.733
GRIAP 2 132 16.4636 4.52, 0.3,4

wOIACON SATISFACTION WITH WRITING CONDITIONS
Caul., 1 181 15.5028 5.169 0.344

1.15 0.401 0.00 311 0.996 0.04 292.85 0.9,6
UROuP 2 132 15.5444 4.823 0.420
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TTE ST
GROUP I GROUP E0 2 (NMI-DIC)GROUP 2 GROUP E0 3 (No4-D1C)

vARIA4LE huNEEIE STANDARD
OF CAStS MAN DEVIATION

STANDARD
ERROR

F 2TAIL
VALUE ma.

P001E0 VARIANCE ESTIMATE

T DEGREES OF 2TAIL
VALUE FREEDOM PROS.

S SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE

T OEGREES OF 2TA1L
VALUE FREEDOM PRON.INT INTRINSIC JOS SATISFACTION

GROUP 1 163 15.6666 3.699 0.2,0
1.211 0149 1.52 202 '0.129 1.55 273.61 0.122

GROUP 2 121 14.4393 3.245 0.297
lb

EXT EXTRINSIC JOS SATISFACTION
LROUP 1 ' 159 146393 3.743 0.297

1.34 0.080 1.10 279 0.270 3.13 275.16 0.261
GROUP 2 122 15.1GS3 3.22$ 0.292

GENSAT GENERAL J0111 SATISFACTIuN
Ga0uP 1 ISU 30.5621 6.426 0.541

1.22 0.265 * 1.49 262 0.136 .1.51 254.00 0.131.
GROUP 2 114 31.7635 5.997 0.562

*
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T TEST
GROUP 1 GRUUP EU 2 (POST-DIG)

GRUUP 2 GROUP 10 3 (NON-DIG)

ihRIAILE RUNNER STANOARU
UF GASES KEAN OEVIAT1UN

STANOARD
ERROR

NON-DOCTIRS/LAWYERS UNDER AGE 36

P001.20 VARIANCE ESTIMATE 0 SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2.-TAIL 7 DECREES OF 2TAIL T DEGREES OF 2TAIL
VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROP. VALUE FREEDOM PROS.01

ANNINCOM GROSS ANNUAL INCOME
GRUUP 1 137 17200.0352 9574.152 017.117S

1.40 0.107 0.30 213 0.766 0.32 102.02 0.793
GAWP 2 78 16812.8203 0095.832 916.673

RallIFURL NU OF YEARS IN TME WORKFORCE
GROUP 1 138 5.6652 3.525 0.300

1.50 0.051 0.03 213 0.970 .4.03 106.90 0.977
GRUUP 2 7O 5.01/9 2.873 0.327

PALJON YEARS WITH PRESENT AMPLOYER
SMOUP 1 131 2.4809 2.244 0.196

1.04 0.823 .4.51 205 0.132 .-1.50 154.13 0.135
GROUP 2 76 2.9737 2.292 0.263

* f

0LL:.TAT OCCUFAIIONAL STATUS SCORE *
GROUP 1 135 88.3778 9.590 0.825 *

1.18 0.397 * 2.34 207 0.020 2.28 139.90 6.024
GROUP 2 74 85.0270 10.436 1.213

ALA AGE OF RESPONOENTS
GROUP 1 142 29.4225 3.560 0.299

1.39 0.106 -0.41 221 0.679 -0.43 189.56 0.665
GR0uP 2 81 29.6173 3.019 0.335 *

VAGRAO YEARS SINCE HIGHEST DEGREE
GROu, 1 140 4.7071 3.026 0.256

1.14 0.513 -1.25 217 0.212 -1.23 153.53 0.221
GROUP 2 79 5.2532 3.224 0.363

SINCEOIG YEARS SINCE 010
SAW' 1 132 4.1208 2.700 0.235

0.0 1.000 17.57 131 0.000 17.57 131.00 0.000
GROUP 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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GROUP 1 GROUP 14 2 (POST-DIE)GADUP 2 GROUP 10 3 (NOR-DIG)

1,44148111 NUMWER STANOARD
UF CASES MEAN DEVIATION

NOR-DOCTORSAAWYERS UNDER AGE 36

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VAR1ANCE EST/MATE
STANDARD F 2TA1L 7 OEGREES OF 2.4411 T DEGREES OP 2.4411ERROR VALUE PR08. VALUE FREEOOM MOO. VALUE FREEDOM PROS.SU1 SKILL UTILIZATION INDEX momr=M11.

6GROUP / 141 0.4474 0.181 0.015
1.21 0.350 1.06 220 0.292 1.00 180.14 0.280

440U0 2 at 0.4131 0.164 0.18411+idm
4444 SATISFACTION WITH ABILITY UTILIZATION

40
GROUP I 130 15.1077 5.905 0.518

s
1.04 0.714 0.42 206 0.472 41.43 1407.21 0.449

GROUP 2 70 15.4615 567, 0.643

AAA SATISPACTION WITH ACHMLNINT
GAWP 1 131 14.7252 4.586 0.401

1.14 0.533 .4416 207 0.850 ...0.11, 170.50 0.848
GROUP 2 78 144441 4.295 0.406

ACT WI...AMON WITH wORA ACTIVITY
GROUP 1 130 17.5923 4.115 0.414

1.23 0.323 0010 204 0.968 0.93 170.57 0.355
GAWP 2 14 17.0000 4.244 0.487

AOW SATiStACT1UN WITH ADVANCEMENT OPPURTUNIT aGAP 1 126 13.0495 5.015
W

0.510 :
:

4.

1.27 0.254 .41.20 201 0.776 -0.29 175.63 0.770
GROUP 2 77 14.0390 5.154 0.587 s

AMP, SATISFACTION WITH AUTHORITY
GROUP I 12? 14.1101 4.496 0.399

:
1.44 0.829 -2.16 203 0.432 -2.15 160.40 0.033

GROUP 2 78 15.5254 4.589 0.520
4,

-..--.CLOW SATISFACTION WITH CORPSNY POLICY
GAUUP 1 126 12.2143 4.75, 0.424

s
1.15 4.513 -1.05 201 0.293 -1.07 169.44 0.285

LAUUP 2 77 12.9221 4.439 0.504
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M a, a, AIM TEST
GROUP 1 GROUP 14 2 (141=-DIG) w1I-noct0ts/LAMM3 won AGE 36
GROUP 2 GROUP EY 3 oos-oto

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE

VARIAOLE NUNRIA STANDARD STANDARD F 2 TAIL I DECRIES Of 2 TAIL T OISRIES Of 2TAIL
Of CA$ES MkAN DEVIAlION ERROR YALU( HOD. S VALUE F111001 P408. VALUE FREEDOM PACO.0..M.NNIMM

COMPEN SATISFACSION WITH COMPENSATION
..S.M00.1.NO

GROW 1 127 13.9921 5.523 0.490
1.01 0.883 0.23 203 0.818 0.23 161.16 0.810

GROUP 2 78 13.6077 5.597 0.634 $

.11111
COMO SATISFACTIUN WITN COWORKE85

11101.
GROUP 1 134 16.4538 3.953 0.347

1.06 0.763 0.01 206 0.993 0.01 158.54 04493
GROUP 2 76 16.4487 4.070 0.461

- --..-.........------.......------...........-....--...........

CmiAT SATISFACTION WITH CREATIVITY
...--...-----...-......... -....-... ...........-.................

GROUP 1 130 15.7308 5.217 4.458
1.06 0.805 .4.38 204 0.705 .4.34 160.61 0.703GROUP 2 76 16.0132 5.077 0.582 0

I..) SATISFACTION wITN INDEPENDENCE
GROUP 1 129 16.1860 4.355 0.383

1.10 0.664 0.87 205 0.387 0.88 168.52 0.182
GROUP 2 78 15.6530 4.156 0.471 0

WSPAL SATISPACTION WITH NLAAL VALUES
GROUP I au 17.6508 4.048 0.361

1.01 0.962 0.84 202 0.400 -4.84 164.12 0.400
GROUP 2 78 18.1410 4.022 0.455

a

IlLul. SAIISFACTIUN WITH RICC41ITIUN
GROUP I 131 15.0302 5.207 0.455

1.39 0.117 0.42 207 0.676 0.44 182.93 0.664
GMOUP 2 78 14.7436 4.418 0.500

AE5 0 SATISFACTION WITH RESPCNSISILITV
6ROUP I 129 16.4011 4.607 0.406

1.27 0.256 -0.36 205 0.723 -0.37 177.59 0.715
GROUP 2 78 14.6202 4.090 0.463
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SWOP I SAMS, SO 2 (PST.-DIC)WOO 2 COUP IIII 3 (K0N-DIc)

VARIAILS

NONDOCTORS/LANTrAS UNDER ACE 36

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE
SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTINATEOMER

STANDAID STANDARD P 2-TAIL ,T DEGREES OF 2TAIL T DIGRESS OF 2TA1L
OP CASES REAM OLVIATION (ARUM VALLS P106. VALUE FREEDON PROS. YALU& PRLEOOR 0108.Orsimme.mms.ww.mSEC SATISFACTIUN WITN SECURITY

440UP 1 127 1S.3U39 5.146 4.452
1.12 0.381 4120 201 4.830 4.24 151.16 0.061

GROW 2 76 1S.6S7, 3.3e5 0.61e 0
0

MD 4..SUL SATISFACTION WITH SOCIAL SERVICEGROUP I 130 15.3365 4.695 0.42,
1.24 4.346 -0.13 206 0.000 -0.1) 17S.44 0.806

GROUP 2 76 13.4231 4.305 0.6061. ,..SUCH SATISFACTION W/Th SOCIAL STATUS
.

GROUP I 130 14.4231 4.073 6.436
1.20 8.380 4.27 265 4.785 0.28 171.50 4.786

GROUP 2 71 14.2336 4.333 6.517
4111IN 11 . ,I. ammIMEMMEMO

0100.ell.IMIIII.IIIIIIIma/INNI.W.ele./=4,amal

egl...silgm.=1.0.......p.ea
10111110

Sun* SATISFACTION WITH SuPiRvIS1ON HUMAN MELGAOUP 1 122 14.0262 5.564

"544 : 1.26 0.278 0.36 1,6 0.717 '4.37 172.9S 4.710
GROUP 2 74 15.2105 4973 0.574

SUPTLCH SATISFACTION WITH SUPIRVISION TECHNICALGROUP I 12/ 15.1102 5.054 6.446
1.26 0.276 .4.36 262 0.718 .4.37 174.86 6.711

GROUP 2 77 13.3434 4.304 .0.513
*

VIA SATISFALTION w/IN VARIETY OF W2:411)UTIES *WOW* / 130 14.4492

G.324 0.62 131.41

0.309

4.940
1.10 4.366 0.64 204

0.535
GROUP 2 78 15.4416 0.542

WOORCON sATISFACTION WITH WORKING, CONDITIONSGAOUP I 131 15.3893 5.253 0.450
1.22 0.584 .4.74 267 6.456 10 6.75 160.40 6.452

GROUP 2 70 1S.9359 4956 0.561

.-
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TTEST ..
104/010 1 MVP 10 2(MM-010
60(JUF a - SNOW tie (NON-DIG)

VARIA011 WOOER STANDARD
O CASES MAN 01011A110$

NoN-DOCTORSAAMTUS UNDER ME 36

6001I0 VARIANCE EST1NATI S1PARATE VARIANCI 61110611

STANDARD F 2.4A11 T 014REES OF 2-TAT1 T MOM 07 7TAIL
FAROE 40 VALUE MOE. VALUE INCLOON PROS. VALUE FamJN out,

INIT INTRINSIC JOS SATISFACTION
GAWP 1 IIV 1561234 36543 .327

1.00 .606 *0.72 100 0.470 0673 137.34 VANEAUU0 2 73 14.100E 36412 063E9

Mammon..
tXT !MIMIC 400 SATISFACTION

CROUP 1 113 14.7166 3.303 0.334
1.00 6.007 .41.20 103 0.143 0 -4.20 131.14 0.545SAW, 2 72 14.6223 3.373 0.421

Amy

SENSAT GENERAL.J46 SATISFACTION
ammimmommomomonM MEM OMM.1.411...IM

611040 1 160 34.3325 6.407 0.614
1.03 0.071 -0.60 176 0.331 -0.60 143.00 0.332SUMP 2 As 30.1407 CASIO 0.75E

VIIIIMMomo .......mmanmo.m....ommaommamo.momom.
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00000 I $IX ES MEN
ENOOP a SEI tO HOWN

1TEST

701T-DIC GROUP

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE
NUNS19 $TANDARD SIANDARD I F 2TAIL 7 DENIES OF 2TAIL S I DEGREES OP 2TAILtit CASIS IMAM DAVIATION IRAN

AL
VALUE PROO. VALUE FREEDOM PA00. VUE uma PACMI.ANNINCul 44411 ANNUAL INCONt

NNW? 1 117 19196.3067 10077021

GROUP 2 SI 14943.1347 4900.754

0w AIMMI11.0.

929.164
477 .0* V 2.69 106 MOO 3.66 170.41 0400647.445

NuRAF42C NO OF VtARS INTIK MIARFORCE .m..rwavi.wm..w
1,40U0 I 146 667357 6.270 0.531

1.02 &SOO .440 104 0.327 0.911 100.20 0451
2 S6 7.7143 6.345 0.049

0

AINIMINIMENNINEMININI 41111100011
VAtJu4 Ittti NUN PttSANT tMPLOVAA 11110.11. .11111W

6R0UP I 135 24926 2450 0420
2.27 460011 .4.40 104 0.141 4444 67.17 0.220

GROUP 2 SI 3.3137 3.050 0.53,

....................................................................,..........
DeWitt UCCUPATIUNA4 STATUS SLOAN ...................................................

69.1G17 10.079 0.067
2.30 .000 0641 100 0.600 +0.50 155.27 0.621

y..ril. j SS 60.0091 6.369 00S9
* 0.1661 AGE UF AtSPUNDENTS 11111

611000 1 144 31.6042 6.760 0.563
1.50 1.034 3.04 190 0.003 ...2.7S 634, 0.007

GAOUP 2 54 34.0693 492 1.13$..
764660 II1ANS SINCt NIGNItS1 Ot6Att 11111.114111M11111.111

6huu0 1 141 5.0441 $.629 0.471
1.30 0.260 -4661 196 0.546 41.64 111.07 0.522

641UP 2 $S 6.4102 4.932 0.665

11161.4016 Vt.*S $1001 016
111=1

16
6ROUP 1 129 44091 2.772 0.244 s

1.76 0.021 3.51 102 0.001 3.92 132.36 WWI00110 2 SS 3.1273 2.091 0.202
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TOST
6400 I $11 16 6101 POST-DIC
SNOW 2 1114 se Mee

POOLIO VARIANCE 06716470 $60A6610 VA41104CO 64114411

411411166 WPM STA00440 S7AN0446 27A11 4 646411$ 00 2.44IL T 0946116 OP 24616
U6 44146 06441 0641AVI0N 96604 VALUI 0466. VALVE tattoo PM. %Phu. Kam. Paw.ANDMo ......MIIMMIIIMION, .110

Ikt.1 Milli 01111161106 10064
WIN. 1 142 0.6665 16171 0.614 5 i

1.17 6.463 fil .4$ 104 6.644 .62 06.46 041414um. 2 $4 6.6364 6.166 Mill
iINIMM.MMENIMII1=.111M=M ,=amwmamme..rNam..arO

61411 saistsomm mu aware 61114147106
CROUP 1 127 16.1612 64073 0.530

44060 2 93 16.7116 6.166 6.610
1.66 0.62$ .4.17 176 0.666 6.11 66.14 6.666

mds 4414./461104 0110 £(0114141MT
1.600 I 126 17.6626 4.46$ 6.414

64000 2 63 14.6666 6.13$ 0.161

MMOMM.ONMOIMM

1.26 6,467 0.22 174 0.624 641 60.66 6.6)0'

lill.../MoNINIIM.SMIMMIM../MNIMMO
AU 4A11SFAL1104 WM WOK 60111111V

660UP I 127 11.3612 4.766 6.423
1.11 6426 *1all 176 6.727 0.64 01.62 6.764toebt, 2 51 61.0302 $.113 6.762

114711

. O.M 1.0 om... 01 N OgN....
SA11,064.110,6 wits AIMANCIMIMI OPP0510003

1 135 14.2540 5.424 0.963
1.17 0.406 2.46 174 6.614 2.40 66.64 6.016

44UUP 2 SI 11.6624 4.672 6.666

A0116 14110FAC1104 NUN AU11431157
WM, I 12) 14.24040 4.151 0.425

1.15 6.644 6.76 176 6.401 6.72 66.21 6.47$
64060 2 66 14.6460 4.442 0.426 111.1111111

LLOPP 114604.710N 1611$ CaMPANV POLIO'
upuur i 164 12.0220 4.664 6.416

1.16 6.166 2636 174 6.616 2.31 60.64 6.624
4kUve 2 62 16.4666 4.421 6.662.11MMIIIINNIM 11
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a *4

- 11
4111.40 4 . 114 14

11/5165.6

HUI

1316111 1113101111 UM5*S *OP CAM 11151611113 1111144M4.44...44404.Pi ..44.4M4.MMEN
16111PaCI1Q5 isON t0141111311113

1.116IP 1 123 16.12111 1.517
463310 1 %a 12.1131

41.104411. 4.4.44114441441144114.111.1144144044411441.11.11!

Sal!

/Ott Clkeit

5110111 134164C1 1111601 $11011111 411116611 AS1161611
P 14611 1 0144141 OP 2TA1L I 0144414 OP 1141$91444 P404. * Yawl 1441044 P401. 441.04 P411404 P494.

5.1111

4.752

.44.44414.4441.4444=44141414114,444041..4141144.44444.4.0,114444404411M114104.

1.44 0.442 2.41 174 40491 2.49 54.04 0.414S

I03 116111136C1104 NUN C01411111111
WOO 1 121 16.11611

36U* 2 11 16.1551

1.434

1.527
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APPENDIX C

Responses to Addendum Questions

One section of the questionnaire was sent only to the members of the post-DIG group, to
obtain information on their DIG-related experiences. These questions constituted Section 5 of the
questionnaire (see Appendix A). Results reported here are based on the responses contained in 200
returned questionnaires.

Question: In what respects have you found DIG to have been most helpful and least helpful?

Percentage of Respondents

Category Most Helped Least Helped Didn't Specify

Self-understanding 65% 7% 28%
Self-confidence 35% 15% 50%
Career Direction 32% 37% 31%
Job Finding Techniques 49% 26% 25%

On average, each respondent selected two categories of greatest help and one that was least helped.
Two-thirds of them (65%) were most helped with regard to self-understanding. More than a third
(37%) said they were least helped with respect to their career directions. Half of them (50%) were
uncertain about DIG's effects on their self-confidence, but the remaining half were divided more
than two-to-one on the side of those who found DIG to have been most helpful in this respect also.

Question: Did you use the functional resume essentially as prepared in the DIG program?

83% Yes

16% No

1% Didn't Specify

Question: What was the general receptivity of employers to the functional resume and to the
indirect job campaign?

General Receptivity Resume Campaign

Very positive 38% 44%* 23% 31%*
Somewhat positive 29% 34% 32% 44%

Somewhat negative 15% 18% 14% 20%
Very negative 3% 3% 3% 5%

Not specified 15% 28%

*Percentages adjusted to exclude missing responses. 100% 100% 100% 100%

The data indicate that respondents used the mume more than they did the indirect job campaign.
The resume was also somewhat better received by employers.
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Question: Overall, does your present employment provide satisfying opportunities to use your
abilities?

66% Yes

24% No

10% Didn't specify

Nearly three-fourths of those who answered the question replied in the affirmative.

Question: Do you have other outlets for your abilities?

Category Number of Times Checked

Professional groups 41

Civic groups 34

Consulting 36
Hobbies 97

Total of items checked 208

Comments from Respondents

Many of the respondents commented on their DIG experience. Following is a sample of their
comments. It is not a representative sample, however; nearly all of the critical comments have been
included, whereas many of those that were complimentary were repetitious.

A lot of employers didn't like the non-job-related parts of the resume.

"
iAs you can see, I feel quite positive about my experience n the DIG program. However, it is

difficult to say whether this is a consequence of the program's design and philosophical approach
to career counseling, or whether it resulted merely from the sensitivity and expertise of the
counselors at Columbia, who are an extraordinary group of people very gifted in theart of
counseling. I fear that the same program, when administered by people who don't have these
qualities, is likely to be a disaster. The quality of the people staffing it is everything.

Resume always accepted well. / Campaign accepted according to my performance.

I found the give-and-play of forthright discussions with "Buz" Gummere to be the greatest
single stimulus to self-development, increased initiative, and more joy in job-seeking.

I find the "indirect" campaign still very awkward to do. It is hard to ask people for time and
advice.

DIG sessions (individual ones) were extraordinarily helpful. I'm sure I owe my present job to
the counseling (in large part).

Most of my contacts in the indirect job campaign were either unwilling or unable to p-ovide
names of other people I could talk to. Therefore, it fizzled out. I believe that the process would
have worked given the time to develop more contacts (through research, writing blind letters
of introduction, etc.). I learned a lot in my indirect interviews, but the number of job leads
turned up did not justify the expenditure of time.
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DIG suggested a positive way to look for a job based not so much on a specific employment but on
some type of employment that used my attributes. I developed a functional resume based on my
skills and desires and only a very general job description. After having been working in the position
for several months. I can see how my resume fit the job requirements "like a glove" despite the
generality of job objective.

The counseling helped me recognize my own inflexibility but since it was not designed to change
my fundamental personality, it did not I was not highly motivated, and DIG could not really help
that, either. If my feelings and needs ever change, at least I now have the knowledge and skills ready
at hand for a career change and job search.

Resume should reflect more professional active work experience.

Functional resume too corny.

Employers were very impressed and commented on the unique and accurate quality of the Colum-
bia resumes. Richard Gummere and his staff do exceptionally good work. Nothing beats the "DIG"
method. I owe him and his staff a lot. You should analyze more about self-employment.

I received positive response for an innovative resume.

I worked for the same agency three years before switching careers. I earn less money, have less
security, but love it.

I found each of my three major job changes using DIG techniques and, although my "job satisfac-
tion" score may tally low for my last job, it would have started and been higher reflecting the first
year there. I anticipate greater satisfactions in the new position I am beginning soon. I am certainly
well aware of the functions and skills I have and want to use. In a sense, DIG has been a cornerstone
of my professional development.

The DIG resume got me three job offers in TV production in about two weeks' time, and I had no
experience. Also important was the personal help of Mr. Gummere in imparting confidence. How-
ever, I always strongly disagreed with the "indirect" campaign. There was no way I could say I was
not looking for a job, when it was obvious I was.

The DIG program has shown me what I enjoy and what I can do best. Even if I do not remain in
this job I know I am making satisfactory progress toward my career goals, because I will know what
I don't want to do. The main reason I feel the DIG program is successful, though, is because of the
capable DIG personnel.

The DIG resume and program helped me get a foothold in the industry, which finally led to very
large success. Before, I had trouble even getting to first base in an interview. Can't overstress the
enormous contribution it made to my life and career!!

A follow-up survey like this is even more evidence of the Placement Office's dedication and concern.
They were of great help to me and I hope that even more people will take advantage of their services
as time goes on.

They loved the resume until they saw a black woman.
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I utilized several aspects of resume to create one of my own which I would call almost quasi-
functional; it was a great success, too.

It would be helpful to offer a follow-up program helping one to explore his career potentials even
further after he has found the direction and is suitably employed.

Unfortunately, my varied strengths although recognized were often too different for the specific
slots that interviewers have the job of filling. In every instance I found the interviewer enthusiastic
about my abilities and the way I presented them. But I would be overlooked for most jobs because
of the following realities: (1) interviewers are narrow in that they are looking to fill pigeon hole
job requirements and nothing more; (2) it would require a greater mental effort for them to fit me
to any job than to go with someone who has filled that type of slot before, so in every case the
path of least resistance would leave me joblessl

It was my recognition of these things that left me only two alternative paths. Re-educate myself
to fit a slot in the way an interviewer could see my abilities, or go into business for myself, which
is what I did. This step has saved me % to a dozen years in the process.

Resume and job campaign: I never used it, having lost my nerve at this stage of DIG.

Because I seek freedom of movement and time, I operate as a landscape gardener. Next year I will
triple my income. While it is physically satisfying, it is not mentally so. I have therefore turned to
part-time teachingboth gardening and history and literature. This combo is fine.

I think the importance of resumes is over-estimated.

Had an unrealistic idea of what kind of job I could find. Did not find a job until I abandoned the
impractical notions the DIG program taught. The resume approach was useful, but only in modified
and shorter form backed up by real experience.

My problem was the need for such a drastic career change that potential employers did not believe
the seriousness of my intentions.

I found the DIG program to be a bit "idealistic." Employers don't want to "create" jobs. In other
words, I have never met an employer who would create a job patterned to my strengths.

They (employers) seem to see through to the fact that I am plainly looking for a job. Maybe I
should improve my questions.

In banking/finance circles, innovation in resumes is not accepted.

I feel very positive about the DIG experience after four years and more. It improved my whole
outlook on life. I cannot think of any aspect of the DIG program that did not benefit me greatly.
It helped me to a choice among conflicting goals, and to implement that goal.
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APPENDIX D

Correlation Coefficients

This appendix contains reproductions of computer-produced correlation matrices. The
variable names are coded according to the definitions displayed in the printouts of Appendix B.

90
87



PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

$UI AEU ACK ACT A0V AUTH CONPP CONPEN COMO CREAT

46; 1.0040 0.5929 0.5565 0.4510 0.4044 0.4535 0.2657 0.1456 0.2345 0.5778
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Ao 0.45%0 0.6c40 0.6804 1.0000 0.43113 0.5118 0.3301 0.2907 0.3442 0.5833
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.
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1 $72) 1 378) 1 3791 1 377) 1 3731 1 374) 1 0) 1 3741 I 379) I 376)5.0.00/ 5-0.041 5.0.401 500.001 5.0.001 560.001 5a0.001 560.001 560.401 5.0.001

(CAPIN 4.1456 0.3754 0.3236 0.25C7 0.6377 0.2798 0.4834 1.0000 0.2459 0.2255
I 3151 I 380) I 3311 I 378) I 374) 1 376) I 374) I 0) I 380) I 316)5-0.442 5-4.001 5.0.441 540.00/ 5.0.001 560.001 S60.001 5.4.401 500.001 5.0.001

Cdo0 C.2365 0.3713 0.4256 0.3442 0.3550 0.3392 0.3970 0.2459 1.0000 0.3454
1 j/U) 1 3851 1 386) 1 383) 1 379) 1 381) 1 3791 1 380) 1 0) 1 381)Su.:J04 S.u.0.4 5.0.001 5.0.001 5.0.001 5.0.001 5.0m% 5.0.001 5.0.001 10.0.401
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PkARSUN GORRELAT/ON COEFFICIENTS

4
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4 364) 4 375) 4 367) 4 31141 1 3801 4 34141 4 3831 4 372) 4 384) 4 386)5.4.001 5C.001 5.0.401 5.0.001 540.001 540.u01 5.0.041 S.0.401 5.0.041 S.0.u01

AC1 4.3844 0.3497 0.4292 0.619$ 0.3400 0.4672 0.5764 0.2936 0.3596 0.6279
1 a3l) 4 372) 4 3841 4 381) 4 3771 4 3811 1 3801 4 369) 4 3771 4 3831

5.0.001 5.0.401 S.0.1.01 5.0.001 S.0.001 50.001 So0.001 540.001 5.0.041

ADV L.J341 0.1455 0.4774 0.5251 0.6128 0.2525 0.6161 0.3897 0.4879 0.4892
1 1171 I 3481 4 3801 1 3771 1 3751 4 3771 4 3761 4 368) 4 3751 4 4791s.u.u41 5m0.003 51.0.001 540.401 540.001 540.001 540.001 540.001 5m0.0411 $40.001

A4Tm 4.3514 0.3060 0.4341 0.7279 0.2839 0.4033 0.5608 0.3485 0.3594 0.5949.
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OEXIISON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
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PgAmsoft co RRELATION COEFFICIENTS. ..
IND MARL RECOG REP SEC V3C SOCSI SUM SUPTECN VCR
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Group Skill Profiles
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APPENDIX E

Analysis of Group Skill Profiles
and Skill Utilization

Respondents were asked to name the six most important skills (talents and attributes) that
they possessed and that they enjoyed making use of. These six were selected from &list of 43
provided in the questionnaire.

The skills selected as most important by the post- and non-DIG groups are listed in Tables E-1
and E-2, respectively. In order that the data be comparable, skills selected by those over 35, as well
as those in the medical and legal professions, are excluded from the tabulations.

The tables show that of the 43 skills listed in the questionnaire, the post-DIG group selected
21 more often than average. These 21 accounted for three-fourths of the group's selections.
Similarly, the non-DIG group selected 17 skills which accounted for two-thirds of all the selections
it made. Thus, these sets of skills seem to provide a reasonably accurate profile for each group.

The two groups did not seem to differ greatly with respect to the skills they most often
selected as characteristic of themselves. The more notable differences were that the control group
more frequently selected "logical thinking" and "analyzing" while the post-DIG group emphasized
"verbal communication" and "organizing."

Skills Utilization

Respondents were also asked to rate the utilization in their jobs of each of their six most
important skills. The results of these ratings provide some sense of the balance between skills
offered or available (skill profiles of the group), and those collectively required by their work. The
utilization for each of the 43 skills are tabulated in Table E-3. The data shown in the "Both"
column represent the mean values for all respondents, and hence can be regarded as relative
measures of the usefulness of each skill in the collective job experience of both groups.

The rating scale used was defined in the questionnaire (see Appendix A). Highest utilization
was rated 7; lowest (not used at all) was rated O. The mean value of all ratings obtained was approx-
imately 4.9.

Excluding those skills rated by less than 5 percent of the respondents, those with the highest
mean value ratings of use (above 5.5) were:

responsibility logical thinking
verbal communication self-discipline
diligence/perserverance
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Next highest were (mean values between 5.0 and 5.4):

analyzing
expressional fluency
problem recognition
patience
organizing
memory
problem solving

resourcefulness
cooperating
decision making
exactness/detail
planning
understanding human interaction

Rated as least utilized (mean values from 2.9 to 3.9) were the following:
aesthetic judgment
entertaining/performing
counseling
foresight

Next to the bottom in terms of use (mean values between 4.0 and 4.5) were:
creativity/imagination/innovation helping/serving
sensitivify/empathy managing/directing/supervising
conceptualizing promoting human relations

Taken together, the above 10 skills were in the lowest quartile of reported utilization.

These data suggest that there may be a greater "supply" of certain skills (aesthetic judgment,
creativity, etc.) than there is demand. Hence, those whose dominant skills are in these oversupplied
areas might be expected to show a lower Skill Utilization Index than those with the skills in greater
demand. It may be observed from inspection of the above lists that among the 18 skills most highly
uti I ized, few are interpersonal skills.

The skill profiles of the two groups (excluding doctors and lawyers and those over 35) were
investigated to determine if difference between them might also contribute to differences in the
groups' skill utilization scores. This was done by comparing the two groups with regard to their
possession of the skills found by the survey to be either most utilized or least utilized.

The 18 skills reported as most utilized (utilization scores above 5.0, as listed above) were
somewhat more representative of the non-DIG than the post-DIG group's characteristic skills.
These skills accounted for 54.5 percent of the former's selections of most important and satisfaction
producing skills, whereas they accounted for only 52.1 percent of the post-DIG group's. Conversely,
the 10 least utilized skills (utilization scores below 4.5) were somewhat more representative of the
post-DIG group. Corresponding percentages were 26.6 and 24.6 for the post- and non-DIG group,
respectively.

Thus, the data showed a slight but consistent tendency to suggest that the post-DIG group,
because of its particular skill profile, would report lower utilization of its skills.
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TABLE E-1-:

Post-DIG Group Skill Profile
(Excluding doctors, lawyers, end those over 35)

Skill
Frequency of Selection*

% Accum

Creativity/imagination 6.7 6.7
Verbal communication 5.3 12.0
Responsibility 4.8 16.9
Organizing 4.6 21.4
Analyzing 4.6 26.0
Problem solving 3.8 29.8
Expressional fluency 3.5 33.1
Logical thinking 3.4 36.8
Fluency with ideas 3.3 40.1'
Aesthetic judgment 3.0 43.1
Planning 3.0 46.1
Diligence/perseverance 2.9 49.0
Helping/serving 2.9 52.0
Persuading/influencing 2.9 54.9
Sensitivity/empathy 2.8 57.7
Initiative/enterprise 2.8 60.5
Conceptualizing 2.7 63.1.
Teaching/training 2.7 65.8
Managing/directing/supervising 2.5 68.3
Decision making 2.4 70.7
Understanding human interaction 2.4 73.1

"An equal number of selections for each of the 43 skills listed in the questionnaire would
give each skill 2.3% of the total.
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TABLE E-2

Non-DIG Group Skill Profile
(Excluding doctors, lawyers, and thaw over 35)

Skill

Frequency of Selection"

% Accum

Creativity/imagination 7.5 7.5
Analyzing 5.8 13.3
Logical thinking 5.8 19.0
Expressional fluency 4.3 23.4
Fluency with ideas 4.3 27.7
Problem solving 4.3 32.1
Responsibility 4.3 36.4
Understanding human interaction 3.7 40.2
Verbal communication 3.5 43.7
Aesthetic judgment 3.5 47.2
Teaching/training 3.1 50.3
Decision making 2.7 53.0
Exactness/detail 2.7 55.7_
Resourcefulness 2.7 58.4
Conceptualizing 2.5 60.9
Diligence/perseverance 2.5 63.4
Managing/directing/supervising 2.5 65.8

*An equal number of selections for each of the 43 skills listed in the questionnaire would
give each skill 2.3% of the total.
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TABLE E-3

Skill Utilization Rating*

Skill
Group Means

Post-D1G Non-D1G Both

acceptance/appreciation of others 4.6 4.6 4.6
aesthetic judgment 3.2 2.6 2.9 -

analyzing 5.1 5.6 5.4
computing 4.7 4.0 4.4
conceptualizing 4.2 4.6 4.4
counseling

creativity/imagination/innovation
3.7
4.1

4.3

4.4
3.9,

4.3
cooperating 4.8 5.8 5.1
dealing with social situations 4.1 5.1 4.7
decision making 4.3 5.5 5.0
diligence/perseverance 5.1 6.0 5.5
exactness/detail 5.0 5.0 5.0
expressional fluency 5.4 5.2 5.3
entertaining/performing 3.0 3.9 . 3.4 -
foresight 3.4 4.$ 3.9
generalizing 7.0 5.5 6.3
helping/serving 4.6 4.2 4.4
fluency with ideas 5.2 4.6 4.9
initiative/enterprise 4.6 5.1 4.8 .

logical thinking 5.1 5.8 5.5
memory 4.5 5.6 5.1
mechanical aptitude 4.7 3.6 3.9

*Scale used:
0 - not utilized
1 - under unusual circumstances, may be utilized to a minor extent
4 - substantially utilized
7 - most highly utilized
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Skill

Group Means

Post-DIG _NOn-DIG Both

managing/directing/supervising 4.4 4.5 4.4
motivating/encouraging 4.8 5.2 4.9
organizing 5.3 4.9 5.2
patience 5.8 4.9 5.3
persuading/influencing 4.7 4.4 4.6
promoting human relations 4.3 4.8 4.4
planning 5.0 5.1 5.0
problem recognition 4.9 5.6 5.3
problem solving 4.5 5.6 5.1
quantitative thinking 4.5 4.0 4.3
resourcefulness 4.8 5.5 5.1
receptivity/adaptability/flexibility 5.0 4.4 4.7
responsibility 5.7 5.8 5.7
self-discipline 5.7 5.1 5.5
sensitivity/empathy 4.5 4.2 4.3
teaching/training 4.5 5.1 4.8
time-sharing 6:0 - 6.0
tolerance of ambiguity 5.0 4.3 4.6
trouble-shooting 4.2 5.3 4.6
understanding human interaotion 4.9 5.1 5.0
verbal communication 5.6 5.6 5.6
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-APPENDIX F

me DIG Approath

DIG (Deeper Investigation of Growth) is a structured program of occupational guidance
offered to students and alumni of Columbia University by its Office of University Placement and
Career Services. It is a non-credit program which involves approximately six hours of small group
session, three to six hours of individual counseling, and the development of a personal resume.

The program employs techniques which are variants of those advocated by Haldane, Crystal,
Bolles, and others. As described by Richard Gummere, who directs the program,

The program helps individuals by teaching them all how to identify and
report their successes. The word success here signifies anything a person has
loved doing and has done well. He may, have done it at any time in his life,
anywhere, for any reason. He may have done it unbeknownst to anyone
else or in the sight of the whole world. But if he recalls that he did it with
great satisfaction and that he did it wellaccording to his own valueshe
may call it a success.

What, more precisely, do students and alumni do in DIG? First, they
take the time towite a description of all those things they'vemost enjoyed
doing from early childhood right up to today. One person recalls keeping a
diary, another trimming trees; one recalls interviewing people for a sociology
paper on picketing, another reorganizing the high school senior prom.

Second, they analyze each of these successes to see quite clearly what
made it so satisfying. To the diarist this was doing something alone; it was
writing; it was record-keeping. To the tree-trimmer it was being outdoors,
service, teamwork, and a clearly finished task. To the sociology interviewer
the delight came from moving around, communicating with people, gather-
ing information, while to the prom chairman it came from leadership,
planning, precipitating change, and getting recognition. TP one tree-house
builder the joy of it came from organizing the work (apparendy they tend
to work in groups), to another doing the carpentry, to a third thinking up
the project, and to a fourth persuading parents that the house would be a
safe place for the group at an altitude of 30 feet.

. Third, students keep a list of all such factors or functions which they
find in all their successes, and then they see which ones have recurred
most often, especially in their favorite experiences. (Gummere, 1972)

Proceeding from this analysis, participants in the program go on to develop a personal resume
structured around their success factors and drawing upon their experiences. Finally, they are coun-
seled in the use of job-hunting techniques which are intended to assist them to discover a good fit
between their success factors and the requirements of potential positions.
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Richard Miguel has analyzed the program in these words:

Columbia's Deeper Investigation of Growth (DIG) program recognizes that
the development of skills contributing to occupational transferability occurs
over a long period of time. They also observe that the preferences and priorities
of individuals determine which skills are favored or rejected for continued us
or development. The results of this favoring or rejecting process apparently fade
into the unconscious. DIG's main purpose is to help individuals develop self.
analysis skills by discovering the pattern of skills and characteristics theyhave
developed as a result of achievements that have produced personal success and
satisfaction. DIG's director indicates that they use the "Socratic Method,"
that is, questions designed to elicit explicit expressions of something implicitly
known.

Through this "success factor analysis" DIG perticipants recognize emerging
patterns of skills and personal characteristics. The fact that then skills and
characteristics are preeminent and recurring suggests they are transferable, and
hence, the participants continue to seek work which complements their success
patterns. Participants are then guided to find occupational applications for their
unique combination of skills and characteristics which now have become the
heart of their resumes.

The DIG resume is a good example of basing a practice on a notion of
transferability. Because these individuals have little or no idea of the occupations
they might best enter, ... the resumes highlight widely applicable skills and
characteristics with clear examples of accomplishments associated with their
development

The hierarchy in which the skills and characteristics are arranged in the
resume gives insight into occupational possibilities but does not limit individuals
as many traditional resumes do. For people with little, work experience or those
who want to enter a new and different occupation, placing the emphasis on
widely applicable skills and characteristics seems to be a successful way to
communicate the preferred work activities of an individual and also enables
employers to focus on pertinent skills and characteristics that tend to become
lost in a mere listing of work history. (Miguel, 1977)
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and techniques for improving the comity of students to transfer learned skills and knowledge to new
situations are given.
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